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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594

SAFETY EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION

Adopted: ‘August 25, 1981

THE USEFULNESS OF INSURANCE DATA
IN HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH

' INTRODUCTIOR
The" insurance business {ouches virtually every asbect of Ainerican highway
transportdation. More than 90 percent of all automobile owners buy insurance to protect
‘themselves against financial loss that might result from a vehicle crash, fire, or other
vehicle-rélated mishap. 1/ Virtually all commercial transportation is insur<d,

This' pervasiveness of insurance in highway traasportation has prompted speculation
that insurance data are a fertile source of information on virtually every aspeet of
highway transportation. The speculation has led to numerous attempts to use insurance
. data as a highway safety reseerch tool. In the highway safety research community and
*.among policymake:s, there is a perception that in the vest amounts of data collected by
_the insurance industry and insurance companies individually, there "must" be a substantisl
amount of information that would be helpful in identifying the causes or sources of
highway losses, developing countermeasure programs tc reduce those losses, and
evaluating the effectiveness of programs once they are implemented.

_.The interest in insurance data as a highway safety research tool is not new. Almost
15 years ago researchers from the U.S. Public Heelth Service wrote: -

" Recenily, a number of voices have been heard decrying the untapped potential

.of the massive amounts of autoinobile accident data in insurance company
files, The assumption is that if only the insurance companies would use (or
. allow others to use) these data in traffic safety research, the number of
~ injuries and deaths on the nation's roads could be cut drastically. 2/

. More recently, those perceptions are illustrated in attemyis to implement the Motor
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act of 1972 and. tiz  financial responsibility
requirements set forth in section 30 of the Motor Carrier Act of 1980. In addition to
these two major efforts to harnese insurance data, there have been several others, The
National Highway Trailic Safety Administration (NHTSA) has used or attempted to use
insurance ‘data to determine the effectiveness of manufacturer response to automobile
bumper standards, to develop damageability and erashworthiness ratings of automobiles,
- to determine the incidence of crash-related automobile fires, and to determine the
‘effectiveness of motoreyele helmet laws,

1/ Insurancz Facts, Insurance Information Institute, New York, New York, 1980-81
" edition.

2/ The Feasibility of Using_Automobile Insurance Company Data in Epidemiological
Research of Injuries and Deaths from Motor Vehicle Accidents, D, M, Nitzberg and E. H.
Kanter, U.S. Public Heeith Service, National Center ,fo:{;iUrban and Industrial Health,

- “Sept. 1, 1967. | .
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Significantly, each of these efforts represents the perception that insurance duta
are easily capable of providing answers to a multitude of questions. The Safety Board has
examined this perception, and has explored the extent to which and methods by which
insurance companies collect and store their date; and, importantly, the willingness of the
insurance industry to share those data with public agencies. ' -

This report does not purport to be a comprehensive evaluation of the insurance
business and its data-gathering, data-handling, and data-snalysis practices. Those
practices vary substantially from company to company and depend, in large measure, on
the size and data-processing sophistication of the individual companies. Rather, the
report focuses on the larger companies which are recognized in the industry to have data
capabilities that far exceed those of companies with relatively fewer resources. It
explores the data-gathering practices, examines the purposes for gathering those data,
“and reveals the inherent limitation of some of those data for purposes other than the
business of insurance, :

THE AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE BUSINESS

After seversl Federal Courts ruled that the insurance industry is a part of interstate
commerce and, therefore, subject to Federal regulation, the Congress passed the
MecCarran-Ferguson Act of 1945. The Act, in effect, determined that the various States,
not the Federal government,. would regulate the insurance business. With minor
modifications, the 1945 MzCarran-Ferguson Act remains in effect today. '
Although automobile insurance is one of the largest financial businesses in the
- country, it is characterized by its disaggregation. There are more than 1,060 companies
that write automobile insurance in the United States, 3/ In 1979, State Farm, the largest
automobile insurance company, had only 14 percent of the total automnobile market and
~ 17.%1 percent of the private passenger automobile market. The second largest company,
Allstate, had only 8.6 percent of the total market and 10.4 percent of the private
automobile market, Although no single company dominates the market, and many
companies have minute shares of the market, more than half (51.3 percent) of the
automobile insurance in America is written by 15 companies, 4/ (See table 1.)

. It is important to keep‘in mind that insurance companies are finarnecial institutions.
Their primary concern is that the premiums they collect are greater than the casualty

K losses they incur, ‘The significance of this point is that, in large measure, it dictates the

‘data that are of primary concarn to insurers. This is net to say that insurers do not
collect more than the barest finencial informatior. Insurance companies collect
substantial amounts of information, The primary sources of that information are poliey
applications and claims that arise from crashes which involve vehicles that they insure.
Although some insurers, notably the large companies, gather, process, and analyze more

‘data than others,.as a general rul¢, data that are automated consist of premiums

; - collected, claims paid, some indication of exposure (i.e., the number of vehicles insured),

and the’ category in which the loss oceurred (i.e., collision, liability, property damage,
- ete.). - These data -are collected to establish loss profiles and for the purpose of
,establrislﬂngmtesr.d; S o i

3/ The term automobile insurance is used in this report to refer to both private and

-commerecial - automobile - insurance. ' Private automobile insurance is purchased by

- individuals for their privately owned vehicles. Commerecial automobile insurance is

- En-chased for commereial vehicles, ranging from taxi cab fleets to commercial truck
fleets, ' . '

4/ Best's Insurance Management Reports, July 21, 1980,




Table 1.—Leading Automobile Insurers, 1979.

Direct Percentage of
~premiums market share
(in thousands)

State Farm
Allstate
Farmers Group
Aetna L&C
Nationwide
Liberty Mutual
Travelers
Continental
‘Hartford Group
U.S.F.&G
Fireman's Fund
Govt. Employees

$5,140,601
3,149,574
1,758,733
1,259,145
1,188,311
813,288
201,247
701,005
694,317
626,952
570,038

556,726

[aary
« s s e =

* * * e e+ »

INA Corp. 540,399
UCU-A A . 530 ’431
Sentry Group ,; 528,837
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(Source: Best Insurers Management Reports, Release No. 16, July 21, 1980, A.M. Best
Co., Oldwiek; N.J.)

Lo ‘: Pdlc_v Apphcatlon Data

The polley application is the hasis on which an insurance company decides whether
tp.tnsure a risk. - (See appendix A for example of a typical form.) Although it may vary
from company to company, most of the information that is requested is the
same. 5/ Insurance forms also may differ from State to State, depending upon particular
insurance regulation. The data collected are used by the company to decide whether the
risk is acceptable by its standards and at what premium -rate that risk becomes
acceptable. In addition to name and address of the applicant, they request the 1dent1ty of
the applicant's employer and the amount of time with that employer; whether, in the last
3 years, "the arpiicant, any household member or any regular driver” hes had their license
to drive or registration suspernded, revoked or refused, been a driver in an aceident or loss,
been convicted (or forfeited’ tml) for traffic vlolatmn5° "fined or imprisoned or been on
probation or parole for any noninotor vehicle offense,” or "have any p! .vsxcal limitations or
mental defects.”  The applications also request the driver's license number and State of
1ssuance, driver's age, length of time licensed, occupatlon, sex, and marital status.

ln addition to the. driver-related data, the following vehicle-related data are
requested for the vehicle that is being insured: the year, make and model, body type,
cylinders, vehicle identifizztion number, end when purchased, COther mformatxon is
requested for motoreycles, motor homes, customlzed vehicles, high-performence vehicles,
and mounted campers. Vehicle use (i.e., driven to work or school, business use, and annual
mileage), whether two or more vehicles are being insured, and wnether the drivers have-
had driver trammg or qualify for a "good student" discount all are considered. State Farm
_and other insurers generally automate and evaluate most of these data to 4 atermine the
relative risk asoemted with each cate,gory. s

"5/ State Farm differs from other insurance eompames in that it requu'es separate
application for each vehicle that it insures, Most insurers group vehicles by family. The
practice of separating, recording, and tracking vehicle-related experience increases State
- Farm's ability to isolate vehv-le-related factors.




This information is considered prl\nleged between company and client on an
individual level, and on the corporate level, in the aggregate, is guarded as proprietary.
However, some insurance companies do participate in research oz-gamzatlons that use
some of these data in aggregate form. In fact, the data are essential in insurance industry
research because they provnde the basis for determining exposure. A knowledge of
exposure is fundamental in establishing the mgmflcance of the frequency of whatever
occurrence is being studied.

Clnims Data

By far the largest volume of data collected by insiwance companies are those which
accompany claims. These data are collected to determine whether the claim is valid and
how much the insurance ccmpany must pay. The amount of information in a claim file
varies and is determined by the severity and complexity of a crash.

Data Collection

Methods used to gather information on a crash or other incident that results in an
insurance claim vary from company to company. Larger companies employ their own
claim adjusters; other companies may hire independent claim adjusters or damage
appraisers. No private automobile insurance company is known to employ trained
accident investigators. In fact, even insurers of commercial fleets seldom, if ever,
examine the actual crash site. Most data are gathered from individuals who were involved
in the incident. In cases that involve more than minor property damage, police reports
may be included. : :

Data collected on claims are generally limited to what an insurance company
considers necessary to settle or "elose" that claim. Although the judgment of how much
data are sufficient may vary from insurance company to insurance company and even
among claim adjusters within a single company, the Automobile Claim Report used by
State Ferm is considered representative (see appendix B). Such forms may be personally
‘ _completed hy individual claimants or may be completed by claim adjusters, with details
. ¢iven_ in person or t:lephonically by involved parties. - The claim adjuster generally does
» i‘!not see the vehicle unless the company uses "drive-in" claim facilities.

Typxcal of the information that is mcluded in a claim report are: -"distance (in feet)
from other cars when danger first noted," "speed when danger first noted," and "speed at
impaet.! + Generally, a brief narrative is used to describe the crash. Informatlon about the
highway is restricted to one data block labeled "road condition,” which is generally
inter preted to me&n whether the road was wet or dry.

Other Data

It is dlfflcUlt to know the extent to wiish mdmdual insurance companies prwately
conduct research, the results ¢f which are closely held,. However, insurance companies
are known: to wgorously compete for informaticni. ... That information can be, and
' presumably is, used to'refine an insurance company's shook of  business," dlscouragmg
business- that might be associated witn greater losses anci attracting business that might
experience fewer or less severe losses, Several insurance industry executives thought it
doubtful that an insurance company, after developing such information with its own
resources -0 -improve its own competitive position, would be willing to share such
information. Even to acknowledge that such information exists would tend to compromise
any competltwe edge that the lnformatlon might provnde the company that ongmated 1t.




INSURANCE INDUSTRY RESEARCH

Apart from the research that individual insurance companies eonduet, the industry
sponsors several research organizations that deal with highway transpcrtat:on losses. The
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety and its affiliated Highway Loss Data Institute deal
exclusively with highway losses. The All-Industry Research Adv:sory Council is concerned =
w1th a broad range of insurance-related issues. ‘

The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS) is a Washington, D.C.-based
organization funded by the industry. It employs a multidisciplinary staff of researchers
and funds additional research by independent researchers. The IIHS has been a s:gmflcant
force in channeling concern about highway losses in a scientific direction. The urgamza-
tion routinely submits its research findings to the NH'{'SA and other government organiza-
tions that are concerned with highway losses, IHS researchers frequently publish their
papers. in medical, public health, and other scientific journals. These studies and others .
are publu.ly available. . E

Although the IIHS is the insurance iridustry’s primary research meehanism‘ for
studying highway losses, the orgenization seldom in its research uses data from insurance
companies, The HHS vice president for rcsearch explained that, "despite the w1despread
belief to the contrary, insurance claim files do not contain much information that is
suitable for either research or poIicymaklng " 6/ He said that the IHS tends to feel that
much of the information contained in elsirn files is unreliable. Because the information is
"self-reported by the motorist involved and because so much emphasis has been placed on
establishing fault," claim files often contain "major discrepancies in the 'facts' as reported
to the insurers.” The IIHS feels that even if the data were reliable "there is no practical
method to access, the detalled -nformatlon contmnnd in insurance ciaim files." 7/ ‘

s The Highway Loss Data Instltute (HLDI), aft'mated with the Insurance Instxtute for
Highway 3afety, specializes in analyses of automated insurance company claims data.
Those date are supplied by parucxpatmg; insurance eompames which, aceording to the
HLDI, "insure cbout half of the private passenger vehicles in the United Stutes." Those
campanies routinely submit computerized data in a prescribed format. The data are
analyzed to determine the amount and frequen=y of dollar losses associated with human or
property chmage that occur by make, model ‘body style, and other vehncle characteristics.

~According to the orgamza on'° semor vice president, the data that the HLDI
receives consist of: '

[

minimum, but objectlve and rehaole, data from a large number of -
vehicles. We believe that this is the way insurance data can most
usefully contribute to this (safety research) fielij; they can provide basic
information on large ‘Aumbers of vehicles and as an early warning
concerning specific vehicle types that may have losses thst are out of
line. The only information that can be obtained rehably and an a large
-~ secale consists of approximate crash dates and the sizes of the resulting
. claims, and whether or not they are for damage to the vehicles or .
~ injuries to the occupants. It is not possible, for example, in the injury
claim areas to get measures of injury severity or even adequate .
- information on deaths,... [This is the] only information that can be -
accessad without major dnsruptxon of insi:ance day—to—day operations. 8/

8/ Letter??om the Vice President for Research IIHS, and Semor Vice Presxdent
HLDI, to NTSB, July 24, 1978.
1/ bid. -

§/ Ibid. '
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(See appendix C for a recently published deseription of the HLDI data system.)

The All-Industry Research Advisory Council (AIRAC) is essentially an organization

. formed by and consisting of research personnel from the three major insurance trade

associations and a number cf insurance companies. The council's activities are

coordinated by a fuli-time executive director. The work of the AIRAC—from collecting

and analyzing data to publication of its reports—is handled on an ad hoc basis by member

. companies and associations, which contribute date and the time of their executives and
other employees.

Although the organization is concerned with the full spectrum of issues that face
the insurance industry, it has conducted several studies related to automobile insurance
and highway losses. One AIRAC study, Automobile Injuries and their Compensation in the
United States, drew on automobile accident claim data from 29 insurance companies. The
research vice president of the Alliance of American Insurers estimated that the cost of

processing, evaluating, and ecompiling the data from the 60,000 claims used for the report
would have exceeded $1 million if those services hed not been contributed. 9/ The report

is said to derive from insurance claim files all that is economically feasible. This and »

other AIRAC reports are available to the publie.

GENERAL MOTORS DATA-GATHERING S¥ETEM
Motors Insurance Ccrporation {MIC), a wholly-owned subsidiary of General Motors
Corporation (GM), collects more detailed information on claims than any other insurance
company. The data it eollects are turned over to GM. Sinece MIC markets its insurance
through GM dealerships, virtually all of the vehicles it insures are manufactured by GM.
iv“he claims data it gathers are restricted to first-party coverage for GM vehicles. MIC
" does not sell liability insurance.

GM began collecting data through its insurance company subsidiary in 1967.
According to a GM official, the program was initiated to collect "real world" data on the
performance of energy-absorbing steering columns, which in the face of a Federal
mandate, the company had started installing in its cars. For a period of time, MIC claim
adjusiers removed and sent to GM-the steering columns of GM vehicles that had been
involved in a erash. Although MIC's claim adjusters no longer routinely send pieces of
hardware to GM, they do cormpile substantially more information cn a claim than do their
counterparts in other insurance companies. At one time MIC was collecting detailed data
on claims filed for all GM vehicles that were involved in injury-producing or tow-away
crashes. : : , ‘

"However, ir: what is said to be an economy..move, GM has diceontinued MIC's
collection of detailed information on all claims, concentrating instead on current
model-year vehicles with special emphasis on selected new vehicle lines or vehicles that
include "new" technology. A two-page, "620 Survey Report" (see appendix D) is completed

. for every claim filed for the vehicles that GM has selected for study. Portions of the
~ - report vary from time to time, irequesting data on vehicle features that are of special

interest at a particular time. The sample forms orovided to the Safety Board by GM,

reflected an interest in fuel tank damage, GM's more extensive 15-page, "Collisica
. Performance and Injury Report" (see appendix E) is filed if claims for the selected
. vehicles involve personal injuries or if the vehicle must be towed. This report is
~accompanied by a roll of film containing photographs of the damaged GM vehicle.  GM
automates the data that it receives from the MIC. A GM official estimates that MIC's

9/ Viez T’r'eSident, Research, Allisnce of American Insurers, telephoné interview, May 22,
1980.. - . : o , ; '

A2,
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adjusters spend as much as 3 hours collecting the information and completing the forms.
Another 2 hours are required for GM technicians to automate the data on each report.
GM pays MIC $67 for each 15-page report and $1 for each 2-page report. 10/

The data collected by MIC are used by GM to assess vehicle design. 'Additionally,
the data. are used by GM to support its position on Federal rulemaking . activities.
Otherwise, the data are generally considered proprietary and are not availebie to Federal
agencies for research or other purposes. According to GM officials, MIC does not need or
use the detailed data in its routine insurance business. i

NHTSA USE OF INSURANCE DATA

The most significant attempt to use insurance claim data for purposes other than to
settle insurance claims was prompted by requirements of the Motor Vehicle Information
and Cost Savings Act of 1972. Title II of that Aet required the Secretary of
Transportation to compile and furnish the public with information on the "damage
susceptibility,” "degree of erashworthiness,” and vehicle characteristies associated with -
"the ease of diagnosis and repair of mechanical and electrical systems.” 11/ Insurance
companies were considered primary sources of data and were required by the statute to ‘
furnish the Department of Transportation (DOT) with data to satisfy the requirements for
information on damage susceptibility and erashworthiness. '

However, efforts to use insurance data to establish ratings for automobile
damageability and crashworthiness were hampered because the information in claim files
was not uniform, even within a single company. In its early attempts to implement Title
Il of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act of 1972, the NHTSA obtained a

sample of 233 closed claim files from seven major insurance companies. Data on 52 items -

were coded. More than half of the files lacked information considered "eritical" by the
NHTSA. In claims from "first party" cars (the cars insured by the reporting insurance
company), use of occupant cestraints could be determined in only 3.4 percent and medical
costs were found in only 48.1 percent of the files. Information in the claim files on "third
party" cars (vehicles other than those insured by the reporting insurance company), were .
found to be complete in even fewer cases. For example, only 15.2 percent of those claims
even had the car's vehicle identification number (VIN). Although the number of people in
the car was recorded 72.8 percent of the time, their seating position was indicated only in
57.1 percent of the files. Some types of infcrmation were included in virtually all of the
files of each company. information on first-party cars was more complete than that on
third party. For instance, the estimated cost to repair the camaged vehicle was known in
96.9 percent of the first-party claim files and 64.7 percent of the third party claims.
NHTSA's analysis of the claim files indicates that the speed of the crash was known 30.1
percent of the time in first-party files and 40.2 percent of the time in third-party files.
There is no indication of how these crash speeds were determined. The analysis indicates
that coding each claim file required between 11 and 24 minutes, with the average being
almost 16 minutes. :

As a check on NHTSA's coding procedures, the participating insurers coded the data
" from the same claim files, They found that their coders often differed with NHTSA's'
coders in interpreting data in the claim files. "A simple analysis of the reliability of this .

10/ The GM official responsible for - this aspect of the company's research program
acknowledges that this amount does not adequately compensate the MIC for the time

required to complete the 2-page report. ' '
.11/ -The terms "damage susceptibility” and "damageability" are used interchangeably.
Both refer to:the susceptibility of vehicles to damage as a resuit of motor vehicle
_accidents. Crashworthiness refers to the degree of occupant protection provided by
- vehicles in any motor vehicle accident." ' -
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.coded information clearly indicated that the separate coders frequently reached different

conclusions eoncerning items, thus raising yet another question about the validity of such
date." 12/ Beyond the concern about imprecise coding, the insurers pointed out that the
basic validity of the data remained questionable. For example, it is difficult, if not
iinpossible, to eceurately determine the speeds of vehieles involved in & crash,

In response to Title I requirements of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost
Savings Act of 1972, the insurance industry formed an ad hoe committee to "work with
the Department of Transportation in developing methods, systems, and the underlying
data needed to implement" the legislation. As part of that effort, the committee
developed a table (see table 2) that details the availability of insurance company aceident
data, Importantly, this table offers qualitative evaluations on the accuracy of the Jdata.
Although some insurers have increased the amount of data that they automate, industry
researchers indicate that little has changed in industry practices to affect the condition
of these data since 1975. S - o

Insurance indusiry research executives who were interviewed during this evaluation
repeatedly emphasized the importance of understanding, and using, a measure of
frequency when insurance data are interpreted. That point was emphasized in an:industry
position paper on implementation of Title I, which insisted that "any ranking system that

- uses real world data and does not utilize frequency information in some manner will be
- grossly inadequate, and in many cirecumstances will produce incorreet answers."  The

position paper explained:

For example, if vehicle design.changes could eliminate much of ‘the
damage resulting from low speed crashes, this would increase the
proportion (without increasing the number) of crashes with high repair
costs. Thus, the average damage per claim would increase despite the
fact that real improvements had occurred. Conversely, if vehicle design
changes could increase the frequency of damage in low ‘speed crashes,
this would decrease the propor.ion (without decreasing the number)- of
crashes with high repair costs. Thus, in this . instance, the average
damage per claim would decrease despite an inferior design. Cnly by
- including a frequency component ecan erroneous. conclusions _be
. avoided, 13/ - | s . o
. During NHTSA's attempts, in the early 1970's, to implement the vehicle rating
schemes celled for by the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Aet of 1972, the
insurance industry, NHTSA, and NHTSA contractors spent considerable time evaluating
insurance company claim files, 14/ The industry, through its ad hoe committee, insisted
that claim files were “"an inappropriate and inefficient source of reljable data.” - A major

‘deficiency is its inability to provide any indieation of frequency or exposure. The industry

‘January 7, 1975,

urged that the agency and its contractors use data that were being published by HLDI.
The committee said: ,, o S o

ey

12/ Letter from M.” Stanley Hughey, Executive Vice President, Kemper Insurance
Companies, to Edward J. Lievens, Jr., Acting Chief, NHTSA Auto Ratings Division,

13/ Attachment to letter from M. Stanley Hughey, Executive Vice President, Kempetf”
Insurance Companies, to Senator Warren G. Magnuson, March 11, 1975. - '
14/ Ibid, o , ,
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Table 2.—Source and evaluation of insurance company accident data.

Data Lvullshle in Clnim and Folicy Plles

Insured Gar

Ird Party Clatmmt Car

Gond dats wreslly avcilsble.

Oood data wswally ssxiishle,

Sceetimes svsilrble.

Somm times avallable.

My D¢ availsble, tut aseally
wnrelishie, *

Somtines wvallsble, |
May be avallsile, b’ wpeelly -
wnrelisble.

Alwost wever graileble Lif no
injury in {ngured car, Some-
times avallable for infury
casss.

Almost never avallshle §f no ‘]

injury in clximmnt car. Some- e

tines available for injury
CANSS.

'ﬁ

H
1H

Kvays srsilable 1f olaim

nads
=S = .

Alvays svailable 1f olain
made,

Oood dats almo:t alweys
availab]

Somstimes avr!lable,

Good data .lmor. rlways
avidlable, [

Sometices evailable.

1k

Usually svails.le. -

Seldam avcilabls,

Good data i most always
aratlable.

Scmetimes svailshle,

"rntg 19

.»—72ad dAty usually svaileble,

Sometines svallasble,

to mean some categorisation of d;romum of shoet wetal eod vehicle

interpreted A
It should be recopuized that the amount paid for the clailu is also an $adicator of accident severity.

*mta avallabie on magnetic tapo from the two major statirtizal reporting orgenizations, NAIT and 130,
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stracture, or possibly &n L:dlcation of speed 1t impact.
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Table 2.—Source and evaluation of insurance company aceident data (cont'd).

Available on Magnetic Taps

Myts Availabls in Claim and Policy Pilas

" Daty Tieme

Insured Car

3rd Party Cl=imant Car

Insured Car

3rd Party Claimant Car

Yehicle Dmmage and Costs
Point of ﬁEIEI

Impact

Sone

Can somatimes be detarmined 1
claim made,

Can sometimes be determined if
clain wada,

Components

Labor Hours
Labor Cost

Net Parts Coat
Pxint & Net Items
Total Mspair Cost

Oood data usuilly avallable
from & faw of the large insupe
ance campanios who use their
own adjusters and repair eati-
m3tors.  Data may not be
available from smaller companiss
and those who rely on agents or
Independent adjusting firme.
fCatcgories are not necessar-
1ly consistent either within
or among companies. )}

Good data often avallsbtle from

a fev of the Targe companies who
130 helr own adjusters end repaly
estimators. Data may not be availe
able frum smaller companies &d
those who raly on agents or irde-
pendent adjusting firms. :
(Categories are not necesvarily
consistent elther within or

among companies. )

e ———
Injuries g Costs

Age-Sax

Alvays availably.’
Not necessarily equal

None

Augys avallabls, Yot
necessartly squal to repair
cont.

Alvays svallabls. Mot necestarily
equal to repatr oost.

None

Age and sex of injured persons
are usually available, If
there are injuries tut no
claim 1o made, than no infor-
matin 4s avallable,

=S e

Age md sex of persons are
usually available, If there are
injuries but no claim {3 made, them
no information is available.

eating and Mestraint
Use .

Soating sometimes available,
Restraint use almoat never
available,

Seating sometimes avallable, .
Rastraint use almost nover avalls
able,

Injury type-Severicy

Some information often avail-
able $f claim is made.

Some information often araiiabdle
if claim 1s made.

Court Awmrds

Tone

Norw

Accurate data usually available.|
It may be neoessary to estimate
the split among categordes.

Acourate dats usually svallable,
I may be necessary to ssiimate the
#2l4¢t among oategories,

Medical
Vags loss
Faln & Suffering

'nm avallable on magnetic tape from the two major statistical reporting organizations, NATY and 1%,




Table 2.—Source and evaluation of insurance company accident data (cont'd).

Availablo on Miznotie Tape

Data Available in Claim and Folicy Pilos

!nund.car

3 Party Claimant Car

Diiured Car

Jrd Party Claisunt Car

Settlmemn Cost
Medical

Mage Loss

Pain & 3uffering
Death

Loes of Servioe
Other Esoncmis

Ocod data sveilable
i{rom mur® companics for
No-Fault states, Some
corpanics may use only
the categories Medical,
Wage Ioss, and Other
Econowic loss. Other
companies can provide
all categories: Mo
information availahle
for non=do-Pault
statny.

docurate data usually availashle,
It =ay ba nacessary to esti-
mite the split wong cate-
gories,

Accurate data usqally avallable.
It may be pecessary to eatimats
the split mmong catepories.

Total Sett)ement Cost

Good data avellable,
Scmn cospanies hive
data on & por acci-
dent basis rather then

PET perzon basis.”

Good data avallabie,
Some companies have
dato on a_per acci-
dent basis rather than
per _person basis, *

Accurate dats available,

Available from & few

——
Oood data svailable.

None

Good dats available,

Norie

Good data available
frrm & faw of the

largo companies.®

Usually availahle,

Good dats availablse,

Oood data availahle
from a fev of Un

lage companies.

Usually availanle,

Al'rays available,®

Always availatle.

Area Designation
Driver Classification?

Alvays available. [

Al svailable,

Alvoys availshle, #
Inconsistonce between
panies.

Alvays available,

!.lnp’

Available, but of poor
tuality v th incon-
sistency detveen

Cwﬂs-

Availatle, but of poor quality
with inconsistency between
etpanies.

1!.‘llrul.nc locaticn alvays avalladle. Aocident location not avallable exccpt !n claim filc.

2ltmgh categorization of the principal car driver(s); not necessirily the driver involved in the accident,
Mlezce at time of actident not available,

*Data available on marnetic tape from the two major statistical reporting crzandvationg, NATL and 50,

’.'hum categories of estimated milvige driver g-r yrar.
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These data . ..show a number of consistent trends from model year to
model year and from model to model, trends that we believe could form
a significant piece of any predictive ranking system developed for Tiile
L. It is our firm belief that insurance data of ihis type sre ideally suited
to answer some of the questions concerning which particular vehicles are
having abnormal loss experience. The eomputer generated data are, by
their very nature, poorly suited tc answer the second level question
which is why particular makes and models are having such
experience, 15/ '

In December 1980, the director of NHTSA's Office of Automotive Ratings asked
rhetorically whether "since the HLDI collects historical damageability statistics, and the
insurance industry is developing a rate structure reflecting damageability differences, is
there a need for the Federal government to do more, other than perhaps to print and
disseminate the HLDI data and premium differences?" 16/

Just as insurance companies were considered a primary source of information on the
damageability of automobiles, they were also considered a potentially valuable source of
information on the crashworthiness of automobiles. However, the NHTSA has concluded
"that specific make and model crashworthiness comparisons isolating the effects of the
vehicle are not yet feasible from histcric files, and may never be from police reports or
- insurance files." 17/ S -

According to the director of NHTSA's Office of AutomotiveuRatings,

Insurance/ ciaims files frequently have insufficient information in them
which would permit one to isolate the effects of the vehicle itself on
injuries to occupants, Claims data lack =sccurate injury severity
measures, a key variable to be measured in eny historical deia system.
In addition, the inferences one can make about injuries from claims paid
sre limited. Without accurate measures of accident and injury geverity,
- the insurance claims files present little usable information for rating
automobiles. This is no eriticism of insurance claims data, since they

_ are not collected for the purpose of isolating the erashworthiness of
cars, 18/

Insurance claims data, as is the case with other historical data, do not permit
effects of the design of the vehicle to be isolated from the effects of other factors, such
as the vehicle driver or occupants (i.e., age, physical condition, seating position) or the
circumstances of the crash (i.e., whether the crash involved a Pinto and a Vega or a Pinto
and a Mack truek). ] : '

In addition to the substantial effort involved in attempts to implement Title I of the
Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act of 1972, NHTSA has used or attempted to
use insurance data in several other activities, Liuring its attempt to determine the extent

157 Tbid. : : Vo & .
16/ In fact, this is exactly what NHTSA did when it published its. Car Book in 1980.
Rather than use insurance claim data to establish a damageability and erashworthiness
rating system for automobiles, the NHTSA used: insurance claims data which has been
compiled and published by the HLDI since the early :570's. ' o

17/ Michael B. Brownlee, Director, Office of Automotive Ratings, NHTSA, Remarks
prepared for the International Automotive Ratings Symposium, December 9, 1980.

18/ Ibid.
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to which the ageney uses or has used insurance data, the Safety Board requested thst the
NHTSA supply a list of projects that had made use of or had attempted to use insurance
data. In addition to Title II, the list included evaluation of the effectiveness of NHTSA's.
bumper standard; assessment of the costs and benefits of occupant restraint systems; a
congressionally directed study of truck.dccidents; child restraint use; and evaluation of
the effect of repealing motoreycle helmet use laws.

During subsequent interviews with NHTSA officials, the Safety Board learned that.
NHTSA had, in fact, made other attempts to use insurance data. For example, in 1979,
the agency enlisted the cooperation of four insurance companies to determine the extent
of automobile fires, Although no report has been written, some documentation of that
project was possible, In another instance, NHTSA explored the possibility of using claims
data from truck insurers to determine whether crashes were occurring that could be
attributed to its antilock brake standard (Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 121).
The -NHTSA staff member who condueted that inquiry said during a Safety Board
interview that the search for insurance data to establish a link between the antilock
requirements and an increase in accidents proved fruitless. No documentation of the
inquiry was available.

_-Although it does not appear pcssible to obtain documentation of the full extent of
NHTSA's attempts to use insurance data, discussion of the instances that are known can
provide some insight into the limitations and capabilities of insurance cate.

Bumper Effectiveness

While NHTSA did not use insurance data to the extent it had once planned in
implementing Title Il of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act of 1972, it
made substantial use of insurance claim data in.evaluating the effectiveness of auto
manufacturer response to the "no-damage" bumper standard that was required by Title I
of the same act. 19/ '

In March 1976, NHTSA issued a standard to limit bumper and other vehiecle surface
damage in low-speed collisions. 20/ The standard sapplies to passenger vehicles
manufactured on or after September 1, 1978 (49 CFR Part 581, Bumper Standard). The
standard requires that those cars resist front and rear-end damage in 5-mph barrier and
pendulum crash tests and in & 3-mph corner-impact pendulum test.

To evaluate the standard, NHTSA depended heavily on insurance claims data from
State Farm, the largest automobile insurance company in the United States and
recognized as having the most extensive automated data system in the industry. The
agency did so after considering and rejecting police accident reports; State acecident
records; naticnal accident records; repair shop, garage, and body shop records; auto parts
sales and inventory records; towaway business records; and inspections of automobiles in

19/ Analysis of Insurance Claims to Determine Bumper Effect on Crash Damesage--1979
Model Year, DOT HS805866, October 1980. . o -

20/ This standard was preceded by FMVSS 215, which was issued April 9, 1971, under the
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966. FMVSS 215 was applicable to-
1973 model passenger ears and prohibited damage to specified "safety related items" in
prescribed barrier tests. Begianing with the 1979 model yesr, "safety rclated" require-
ments of FMVSS 215 were combined with the prohibitions of cosmetic damage specified in
Part 581. : '
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parking lots. 21/ - The age:icy supplemented the insurance slaims data with surveys of
-automobile owners and drivers. :

The NHTSA report on this project explained that automated insurance clgims data
are well-suited for the property damage analyses that were necessary to cetermine
- whether the bumper standard had made & beneficial impact. Insurance data can be used
"as an indirect measure of 'real world' low-speed, low-damage reported accidents. It is
hypothesized that changes in insurance claim characteristics can refleet changes in
vehicular damage in low-speed accidents and that these changes are attributable to the
implementation of the bumper stardards." 22/

The "data classification available from State Farm that were used in the analysis
spanned more than 7 years (pre-1973 models, which were not required to meet any bumper
standard, through 1978.) Automobiles included in the sample were either 1 or 3 years old
when they crashed. Four impact points were included (front, front corner, rear, and rear
corner). Analyses were possible by market class; whether the bumper was repaired or
replaced; whether the struck object was fixed or moving; the type of insurance coverage
under which the claim was made, i.e. collision or liability; the vehicle manufacturer;
whether the bumper was made of steel, aluminum, or other substance; and whether any of
six' parts were damaged (front head lamp, tail lamp, hood, trunk, front quarter panel, or
rear quarter panel), ' s .

ilotorcycle Hell_nét Law Repeal

On July 1, 1976, Kansas repealed its mandatory motoreycle helmet law. NHTSA
contracted with the University of Kansas, College of Health Science: to evaluate the
effects cf the helmet law repeal. The contract work statement developed by NHTSA,
stipulated, among other things, that the researchers were to obtain data from insurance
companies on the financial losses associated with motoreyele crashes. The NHTSA
contract technical officer responsible for the research project acknuwledged during a
telephone interview that he had not talked with insurance company researchers before
developing the work statement to determine whether such data existed or were available.

- Kansas requires that - vehicle registration be acecompanied by certification of
insurance. According to one of the researchers on the project, the research team assumed
that the mandatory insurance requirement would guarantee that insurance companies have
information on injuries that resulted from motoreyecle crashes.

According to the contractor's report, "Through accident report forms, and proof of
insurance forms which were on file with the Kansas Department of Revenue, 309
insurance policy numbers were identified for owners of motoreyecles involved in accidents
during 1877 and 1978, as well as owners of other motor vehicles involved in motoreycle
accidents, where a liability situation might exist."23/

- The researchers devised a form which requested that insurance companies provide
cost information on property damage, rehabilitation, hospitalization, doctor expense,
drugs, x-rays, and a total cost figure for medical and rchabilitation expenses.
Additionally, the insurance companies were requested to report the total number of .days

21/ The advantages and disadvantages of each of 'thos;e data sources are discussed in

Evaluation of the Bumper Standard, NHTSA Technical Report DOT HS 805 866, April
1981, pp. 3-9 11. , : ‘ '

22/ Ibid., p. 2.

23/ Impact of the Repeal of the Kansas Mandatory Motorcycle Helmet Law: 1975-1978,
DOT HS 805 773, October, 1980. p. 82.
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that the injured motoreyelist spent in the hospital and the total number of "disability
days." 24/ Although the researchers considered the insurance companies  "very
cooperative," they received "relatively complete information" on only 13.9 percent (43) of
the 309 motoreyelists included in the study. The researchers and NHTSA had failed to
realize that the Kansas mandatory insurance law only required the purchase of liability
insurance. It did not require that motoreyelists purchase insurance to pay for the injuries
that they might receive. According to the State insurance commissioner's office, few

~ motoreyelists insure themselves against personal injury because such coverage tends to be
expensive. The researchers reported that information was received from 92 claims;
however, in 53.2 percent of those claims, the insurance company reported that "the only
coverage maintained by the owner of a motoreycle was for property damage.” The report
noted. that 88 of the 309 motoreyelists (28.5.cercent) did not report the accident to their
insurance company.

Automobile Fires

In 1979 NHTSA entered an agreement with four insurance companies to collect
reports for 1 year on all vehicle fires reported to those insurers in Illinois. The project
originated with a desire by NHTSA's Office of Defects Investigation to obtain data on the
extent of vehicle fires. Insurance companies were thought to be a potential source of the
data that the agency felt it needed. Following preliminary discussions with
represeniatives of State Farm and Allstate to establish mutual interest in the project, a
meeting was held in May 1979 to determine the scope of the study and to establish
. protocols for the study. Allstate, State Farm, Kemper, and Economy Fire and Casualty
* insurance companies agreed to provide NHTSA with detailed reports of vehicle fire claims
iaede in Illinois. Rather than using a retcospeitive review of claim files, the insurance
companies and NHTSA .decided t:) concuel & prospective study that would gather data as
claims were submitted. ' The NHTSA agreed to compile and analyze the data. In
consultation with the four companic,, NHTSA developed a one-page reporting form that
the companies distributed to their claim adjusters throughout Illinois.

From November 1979 through Decemb:: 1980, the insurance companies sent the
NHTSA more than 3,400 reports of vehicle fire elaims. In December 1980, the NHTSA
project director suggested that the project be terminated because, as he siated in a
memorandum, the project had accomplished its objectives, - Those, objectives were: "to
determine the approximate size of the motor vehicle fire problem, the potential origin
and location of fires and, finally, to isolate specific make-model’ year vehicles which are

overrepresented in the survey." 25/

The NHTSA weighed the incidence of vehicle fire claims against Ilinois State
vehicle registration. Of the four insurance companies that participated in the study, only
one, State Farm, has a data system that is capable of readily establishing exposure, (That
is to say, State Farm can easily determine the rate of fire claims per insured vehicle.)
Using Illinois State vehicle registration to establish the rate of vehicle fires per vehicle
registered, NHTSA determined that some makes and models of cars were overrepresented
in the sample. ‘ :

The data gathered from the insurers were turned over to NHTSA's Office of Defect
Investigation. Engineering analyses were conducted in an attempt to detemine why some-
automobiles tend to catch fire more often than others. According to NHTSA's Office of
Defect Investigations, the matter is still under study. W

24/ 1bid., p. 114. S

25/ Memorandum prepared by Ezio Cerrelli, NHTSA Natiohal Center for Siatistics and
_ Analysis, October 24, 1980. As of July 18, 1981, no report had been prep-red. :




Child Restraint

An atypical attempt to use insurance cata is represented in & contract that NHTSA
has with the League General Insurance Company to collect data on the benefits of akhild
restraints in autemobiles. In addition to its data-gathering potential, the larger project is
also significant in the advantage it takes of an insurance company's loss-reducing
self-interest to the betterment of society,

- In June 1979, League General, a relatively small insurance ecompany that sells
insurance in Michigan, Minnesota, and Oregon, began a unique program of distributing free
chiid restraints to its policyholders with children 4 years old and younger. Currently, the
program is operating only in Michigan and Minnesota. Before the program officially
began, NHTSA agized to underwrite the expense of studying several aspects and the
results of the effort. League General provided the Safety Board with a list of questions
that its research will seek to answer and the research techniques it plans to use to find
those answers:

‘'The general objective of the plan presented below is to determine as
much as possible whether the League General program has resulted in greater
use of child safety seats and reduced injuries and losses. The principal
question to answer is whether free distribution is an effective and feasible
_approach, taking both costs and positive results into aceount. The study plan
is also designed to use the League Gerieral program as an opportunity to gather

~information, particularly in the ares of economic costs of injuries, that is
needed generally in research on restraint use but is not readily available,

" The focus of the study is to answer the following questions:

1. Do League General seat recipients use child restraints more than other
comparable groups?

2. What factors differentiate: between users and nonusers of child
' restraints?_ '

How do League General recipients evaluate thev’gi";'gv-L—Guard seats and
what improvements do they suggest? How do otrers evaluate other
seats? ’

Why are child restraints used or not used and are they properly used?
What are the reasons for misuse? Do the League General recipients
differ from others on this question?

Is child restraint use related to adult restraint use among League
General seat recipients and others? -

. Are people who make use of child or adult restraints more favorably
“inclined toward mandatory restraint laws? ; ’

Tgn what degree has League General's program lowered the number and
-ecst of claims to League General and to other insurance companies (e.g.,
health insurers)? - S

‘ﬁhat'real costs—medical and otherwise—result from injuries to children
' 'involved in crashes? ' ’
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What is the balance betweer the costs and benefits of the League
General program (quantified as much as possible in ‘dollars) to the
Company, the broader insurance community, and the publie at 1_@:

The study that we propose to answer the preceding questions includes five
- related tasks. These are:

1.  An interview survey of seat recipiéhts and a control group from the
general population,

A longitudinhi"?'g analysis of "breprogram and postprogram claims
experience, ' . ' '

An assembly' of data on the comprehensive cost of child injuries.
A summary analysis of program cost effectiveness.
Preparation of a final report.

The personal interview survey is designed to gather quantitative data on
use of restraints by children, adults' attitudes toward restraints and
restraint-related issues, and background information that may explain
differences between users and nonusers. The quantitative analysis of
longitudinal claims experience is a straightforward attempt to measure the
direct effect on claims. The assemblv of data on cost of child injuries will
expand the limited base of current information in this area by gathering
information on costs to all parties who bear expenses resulting from injuries to
children covered in claims to the Company.

The summary analysis of program cost effectiveness will attempt to
compare program expense and injury cost reduction data, defined both
narrowly (i.e., company-centered) and broadly (i.e., comprehensive), to see if
there is a net positive effeet. This analysis will also include a qualitative
revi;;w of less measurable impacts (e.g., public goodwill, employee reaction,
ete.). :

_ Another unique aspect of this project is that it involves a formal eontract between
NHTSA and an insurance company. As far as the Safety Board can determine, NHTSA
~research projects with insurance companies generally involved no formal contract or
financial compensation. In most cases, the exchange of information appears to have been
based on a perception of mutual benefit.

Passive Restraint Rulemaking

. Insurance companies have shown substantial interest in and support of the
installation ¢! passive occupant restraint systems in automobiles. Allstate and the IHS
have conducted tests of passive restraint systems. Studies sponsored by the insurance
_ industry have added to the information that NHTSA has available in its evaluation of
- various restraint systems. Additionally, in evaluating the financial costs and savings
associated with vehicle occupant restraints, NHTSA considers the 30-percent medical
premium reductions that insurance companies offer for vehicles equipped with passive-
restraint devices. _ -

- m recent comments on NHTSA proposals to change its pessive restraint standard
" (FMVSS 208), insurance ‘companies and others referred to research based on insurance
~infury claims that shows that occupants of small cars are more at risk of serious injury
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than occupants of larger cars. These data are complled and published by the HLDI-from
insurance claims data contributed by its member insurance companies. Thne studies
compare injury coverage claim frequency for 1974-1978 models. The data are drawn from
"first party" injury coverages which pay for injuries that occur in the vehiele that is
insured. : They do not include payments for injury experienced by a "third party."

INSURANCE DATA AND TRUCKING REGULATION

The Motor Carrier Act of 1980 removed a substantial number of barriers to the
entry and operation of for-hire carriers in interstate commerce (Public Law 96-296).
Section 30, of that Act requires the Secretary of Transportation to establish regulations
for implementing minimum levels of financial responsibility requirements for all for-hire
carriers engaged in interstate or foreign transportation of property and for all motor
carriers that transport hazardous materials in either intrastate or interstate commerce.
Under the finaneial responsnb;hty requirements, & motor carrier must be able to certify
that its own resources, or as is more often the case, resources available through the
purchase of msurance, are at least sufficient to pay for losses that might oecur up to a
minimum level.

The House Committee report that accompanied the legislation speculated that
changes "in the economic regulations of the motor carrier industry might have some
impacts- on safety." It explained that the financial responsibility requirements were
intended: "to encourage the carriers to engage in practices and procedures that will
enhance the safety of theu' equipment so as to afford the best protection to the publie.”

The committee reasoned that "specifying minimum insurance levels is one way to
help improve motor carrier safety. Insurance companies are equipped to evaluate the
performance of the motor carriers. The premiums they assess are in direct relation to the
- risks they assume. Therefore, an unsafe carrier will have an increased premium, and a
totally unsafe earrier may not be able to obtain the insurance necessary to operate, or, at
best, will be at an insurance cost disadvantage."

As the statute requires, the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety (BMCS) of the DOT's
Federal nghway Administration (FHWA) has issued a regulation stlpulatlng the minimum
amount of insurance that will be required. The underlying implication in the financial
responsibility requu'ements is that insurance companies are interested in and capable of
projecting with some preclswn the loss potential of an individual carrier. (Often in the
insurance business, "carrier" is used to indicate the company that insures or "carries" a
particular risk, For the purposes of this report, "carrier" is used to refer to transpo*ters
of goods.)

A review of some insurance industry practices and data-handling techniques will aid
in understanding the likelihood that these requirements will increase the safe operation of
for-hire: truckers. The basic reason for the existencc of insurance is the need for
~ protection against catastrophlc losses. It is a mechanism for pooling resources against the
possibility of aloss. Such a system is able to function because some of the participants in

the pool will expenence losses while others will experience no losses. Naturally, some can
be expected to experience greater losses than others,

, The "pool" consists of the number of risks that have enough similar characteristics
to constitute a classification. A carrier's rate depends, in large part, on his elassification.

 The insurance industry strives for the broadest possible classifications, The most

~commonly used classification plan is based on the distance that a carrier routinely hauls.
The three classes are short-haul (50 miles or less), intermediate (150 miles or less), and




- long-haul (more than 150 miles). The significance of these classxflcatmnsl“ls that
insurance companies tend to record and report their loss data by these categories.” Those
losses are automated and consist entirely of dollar losses within broad categories.

As with private automcbile insurers, commereial insurers automate v, *y little of the
claims data that they collect. Specific data collected on individual elaims are generally
considered confidential. Liberty Mutual Insurance Compary is one of the larger insurers

. of ecommercial vehicles. 26/ The company's vice president for fleet loss control explained
" that the task of automafing the myriad contributing and caused factors in any given crash
would be costly, tlme—consummg, and of dubious value to his company

For common carriers, the ability of insurers to devise rates (and thereb _presumably
create some incentive to gather data) on particular types of cergo is prob; ~matie. A
ecommon carrier may transport a nonhazardous commodity in 1 week, and ‘then may
transport goods that have the potential of creati.ig substantial loss the next week. The
difficulty arises in the multitude of possible cargoes and the equally diverse set of risks
that might aceompany the transportation of each cargo. Precise classification of that
sort would create groups of carriers thut would be too small to preduce the exposure
hecessary to develop statisticaily reliable and stable experience necessary. for ratmg. The
insurance industry considers broadly based categories essential to its business. That is one
reason for not collecting more precise data, ;

The ability of insurance companies to accurately assess the potential for loss
created by an individual ‘carrier, and to charge premiums accordingly, depends on the size
of the carrier's operation. The larger the operation, the larger the exposure; the larger
the expcsure, the greater the opportunity to establish loss experience; the greater the
opportunity to establish loss experience, the more clusely a premium is based on the
experience of the individual carrier. In other words, the larger the carrier, the more
closely its premiums reflect its safety records. There is, of course, no industry-wide
formula. However, it is generally acknowledged that individus! experience begins to
become a major factor when a carrier has five or more units in its fleet,

In this context, it is significant that the "Carrier Census" of the BMCS, which
attempts to categorize carriers by fleet size and region, shows that of the 176,832 fleets
in its April 1981 tally, 160,024 of them consist of six or fewer trucks. Many of the
carriers in the eensus are private carriers (i.e., owned-iy the firm for which they carry
goods) and thereby are exempt from the financial xcsponSIblhty requirements. It is
assumed that most of the carriers that will enter the market under the new regulatory
environment will tend to begin with a small number of units. In fact, between July 1980
and April 1981, the number of 1-3 unit fleets in the BMCS Census Jumped from 121 to
750 No other category experienced such a dramatic change, 27/

Many insurance companies, especlally the mrger companies, have loss control
programs. Through these programs, insurers work with fleet .zperators to identify
potential sources of losses and to suggest alternative methods that, h0p sfully, will reduce
the potential for loss. According to insurance industry officials, loss control programs
tend to consist of ectivities or practices that have evolved through experience and
conventional wisdom. There is little, if any, scientific evidence that these programs or
specific elements of these programs actually reduce losses. By their very nature and the
methods by whlch they are lmplemented scientific verlfxcanon of thelr work in reducing

26/ Best's lnsurance Management Reports, July 21, 1980.
27/ BMCS, Carrier Operational Classifications July 25, 1980 and April 3, 1581.
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losses is unlikely. Nonetheless, substantial insurance company resources are devoted to
loss contrcl programs. However, insurance companies fecl that economic considerations
dictate that they concentrate their loss control efforts on larger fleets.

- ANALYSI3

The need for good data is essential to sound and efficient programs to reduee losses
on . American highways, Tnose data are necessary in problem ideatification,
countermeasure development, and program evalvation, Historically, researchers in the
highway safety community have shown much interest in the vast amounts of data that
insurance cornpanies gather, The perception is widely held that insurance companies have
a wealth of cata that might be useful to highway safety researchers and poliecymakers. Of
all the data that insurance companies gather, the inforination in elaim files ic most often
cited as a potential treasure trove for highway sefety researchers, However, the Safety
Board has found that, with the exception of claims data tiiat insurance companies
automate, insurance claim files are of little, if any, value,

.. First, the context in which those cata are gathered provide reason enough for
caution. Insurance company claim adjusters are not trained accident investigators. In
fact, they seldom see the vehicles that were involved in a claim and almost never visit an
accident site. The details oi” an incident are most often provided by involved parties,
untrained in accident investigation, who are asked to accurately recall what happened in

the seconds hefore what, in all probability, was an emotionally, if nn* physically traumatic
event. Even if they could accurately recall the events, their own self-interest in the -

accident cannot be ignored.. Some insurance companies supplement claim reports with a
copy of the police report. Kowever, highway safety researchers have found that police
accident reports also are often not accurate accounts of an incident. Nonetheless, when
judging the potential usefulness of insurance claim files in any research project, it should
be remembered that an insurance ccriyany collects the minimum amount of information
necessary to establish whether it must pay s claim. Following claim settlement, most
insurance companies computerize very little of the information obtained during elaim
settlement. Common practice in the business is to computerize only that information
needed for accounting purposes. Although practices vary from company to company, the
data they automate is generally restricted to the total dollar amount of a claim, the type
of coverage under which the claim was made, and perhaps the make, model, and the
vehicle identification number. It is generally felt that those data that are not automated
are too undependable, time-consuming, and costly to retrieve and too disruptive of
routine insurance business to bother with, Perhaps the most telling commentary on
insurance claim data is that they are seldom used in resesrch conducted by the IIHS, the
industry's primary highway cafety research organization.

‘Other reasons tiat imurahc§§}lata should be viewed with caution include:

o Bias -- Data from any single insurance company is biased because the
~ Segment of the population insured by any one company is not
_.representative of the population at large. lMarketing techniques and risk

1 ae

~ selection ensure an unrepresertative population. |,

Uninsurea*Motorists -- A significant segment--at least 10 percent-- of
the driving population dues not purchase insurance. Many of those who
do not purchase insurance tend to be consicered high risk drivers for
whom insurance would be expensive,: '

2
I3
. “
BN

Unreportéd Accidents -- Many crashes--especially those that involve
minor damage--are not reported to insurance companies. In tort States,
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an insurance company may never learn of a polieyholder's ecrash
involvement--even in serious erashes--if someone else was eonsidered.
1t . '

at fault," S

Medical Costs -- Medical coverage on most automobile insurance
.policies is minimal. Most personal injuries resulting from vehicle erashes
are componsated by group health insurance. Use of insuranee data 4o
estimate the medical costs resulting from crashes would result in gross
underestimates of their cost to society.

Timeliness -- Even if data from claims files were reliable, those files
are not available until ‘claims are closed. Processing of the simplest of
claims may require several months. The time required to settle & claim
increases as the complexity of the claim increases. Claims that involve
injury invariably require substantially more time than claims for .
property damage.

Although the insurance claim system used by the MIC is far more extensive than any
other insurance company, it cannot be viewed as a model for other insurance companies.
It is safe to say that the company would not collect the vast amount of data it collects if
the cost of collecting the data were not subsidized by GM.

Some Federal agencies, most notably NHTSA, have made repeated attempts to use
insurance data in their research activities. The results of those efforts have been mixed,
When researchers have appeared to understand their data source, results have been’
beneficial. The research efforts that were studied during the course of this evaluation
illustrats the point, - A : ‘

NHTSA's unsuccessful effort to use raw insurance claim data to establish vehicle
crashworthiness and damageability ratings and its futile attempt to use insurance data to
establish tl.e extent of medical costs associated with repeal of motoreyele helmet laws
are examples of expecting more from insurance data than they are capable of revealing.
Both efforts depended on claims data to provide answers to questions that were not
specifically asked, nor necessarily of interest, when the claim was filed. Both efforts
reflect a rrisunderstanding of the insurance business and its data-gathering practices.
Also, advice from the insurance research community either was not sought or was ignored
during the studies. Neither of these projects produced mearingful results from the
insurance data that they sought to use.

On the other hand, there are several notable examples of NHTSA's beneficial use of
insurance data. For example, NHTSA's bumper standard evaiuation, fire incidence study,
and child restraint assessment share a common theme: All three of the projects are
characterized by the. involvement of insurance company research staff. They were
consulted during, or participated in, formulation of the research effort, which undoubtedly
aided those research efforts to be successful in improving the understanding of the issues
in questi~n, People who work with any data on a daily basis tend to understand better the
extent-to-which the data can be used in research, Just as important, they understand how
to access the necessary information with minimum disruption to their day-to-day
tusiness, .. .. .. : - ' :

NHTSA's bumper standard assessment used automated data from State Farm- Those
data, already in a format conducive to analysis, had been.collected during State Farm's
“routine data-sampling research program. NHTSA's use of the data created minimal
disruption in the insurance company's day-to-day operation,
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NHTSA's special study of automobile fires is illustrative of several points. Again,
the most striking attribute is that insurance company representatives were early
participants in the study design. They were able to steer the study away frem a
retrospective research design toward & prospective vesearch design. The difference is
significant, A restrospective research effort would have involved a survey of closed claim
files. As we observed with efforts to establish vehicle ratings for erashworthiness and
damageability, examinations of clesed claim files are expensive, ‘time-consuming, and
disruptive and often fail to yield the data that are being sought. instead of bogging down
in closed claim files, claim adjusters from tke four participating insurarnce ecompanies used
forms that were developed jointly by NHTSA and insurance companies, to colizet specific
data. The prospective vesearch design allowed use of the insurance claim mechanism to
gather the specific ausired data, while avoiding the pitfalls that accompsaied other
attempts to use claim files, ‘ S

NHTSA's special study of League General's child seat give-away program is an
atypical, though significant, attempt to piggy-back research efforts cn a manifestation of
~an insurance company‘s own economic self-interest. The insurance company believes that
by giving car seats to its policyholders who have small children, it ean potentially avoid
claims by preventing catastrophic injuries of children. Catastrophie injuries, such as
paraplegia or quadraplegia, suffered by a child can easily produce long-term mediecal
claims in excess of several hundred thousand dollars. 28/ In this case, the insurance
company and the NHTSA share an interest in determining whether the program actually
achieves its intended goal of increasing the number of children who are properly
ré‘straingd when they ride in automobiles. : R

The special study of the programs was developed jointly betwean NHTSA and the
insuranee company. with NHTSA payins’ for much of the research activity. The finanecial
arrangement is not typical of NHSTA's efforts to use insurance data.” - .Typically,
insurance-related studies involve no remuneration of the insurence company fir its data
or the time expended by insurance company personnel. I

By far, NHTSA has made more attempts to use insurance data then any other
Federal agency. Recent efforts by the BMCS to establish financial responsibility
requirements are the only known attempts within the FHWA to use insurance data. It is .
apparent from what is known about data routinely collected by insurance companies that
they pay relatively little attention to highways. However, the IIHS and Nationwide
Insurance Company have been active advocates of improved roadside design. FHWA
could, for example, broaden its research efforts with a project, similaz-in design to
NHTSA's survey of vehicle fires, that would use the claim-processing ‘nechanism of
insurance companies to survey the prevalence and cost of collisions with roadside
Structures, o

Several clear themes emerged during this evaluation: The most successful attenpts
to use insurance data have been special projects thet have avoided claim files and have
involved, or sought advice from, insurance industry researchers. Throughout the
evaluation, insurance company research officials and staff members of the insurance
industry research organizations (the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, the Highway

28/ League General initiated this program in Michigen, a State with unlimited ‘iio-fault
medical benefits.: Under such an insurance scheme, an insurer knows that it is liable for
injuries that occur in the vehicle it insures. Therefore; an insurance company has a
significant interest in and an increased opportunity to take steps to decrease potential
lm. ; . . L .
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Loss Data Institute, and the All-Industry Research Advisory Council) were helpful in their
explanations of the data that are gathered and their limitations and potential uses. The
Safety Board believes that any Federal agency that seeks to use insurance data in a
research effort would benefit from similar guidance from these sources who are most
familiar with the data.

A closer working relation b"étween the insurance industry and DOT agencies would
have advantages for the agencies, the insurance industry, and the publie. The agencies

- would gain a better understanding of the extent to which insurance data and the insurance

mechanism can be used in their research efforts. They would also benefit from the
substantial knowledge of research design and research needs that members of the
insurance research community possess, The insurance industry would benefit from an

improved interchange with the agencies which have the regulatory authority to bring-

about changes that can reduce insurarce industry losses. A better understanding of
insurence data by Federal researchers would also tend to improve the efficiency with
which they usc th insurance mechanism in highway safety research efforts. Such
inereased efficiency would decrease the amount of time and resources wasted by industry
and government on futile quests for dsta that may be inappropriate to answer the
research questions that are being asked. Presumably, the public would benefit from
improved truific safety and decreased pressures on insurance companies to raise insurance
rates, ‘ '

CONCLUSIONS

Insurance companies collect vast amounts of data, primarily intended for financial
analyses necessary in the insurance business.

Historically, researchers and policymakers not associated with the insurance
industry have expected more of insurance data than the data are capable of
providing.

The reliability of data in insurance claim files for highway safety research is
questionable. Retrieval of information from those files is disruptive and costly,

Very little information collected in the claim settlement process is automated by
insurance companies,

Larger insurance companies tend to have sophisticated data-processing systems that
smell companies do not have. These and other resources that are available to larger
companies make them morz likely than smaller compernies to participate in
loss-reduction research activities. :

Insurance companies individually, and the industry as a whole, have demonstrated an
interest in research that ean identify the source of transportation losses, in research
to establish programs to reduce those losses, and in vesearch to evaluate the
effectiveness of loss reduction countermeasures, When that interest in research is
cnared by NHTSA, the FHWA, or other agencies, it should be used for mutual and
public benefit. ,

Eariy involverment of insurance industry representatives who are familiar with
insurance date will improve the chances for a successful research project,

_ Research efforts that can be shown to be of potential benefit to insurers are most
~ likely to receive support and cooperation,

BN O BRI

-
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The most zuceessful and least disruptive uses of insurance data have involved
routinely automated data and prospective special studies rather than retrospective
studies that attempt to extract answers from elaim files.

Insurance data are best able to provide a broad view of trends that could indicate
that a problem exists.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of this safety effe.tiveness evaluation, the National Transportation
Safety Board recommends that:

—the Secretary of Transportation:

Direct the National Highway Traffic Safety .Administration and the
Federal Highway Administration to meet, within a year, with the
All-Industry Research Advisory Council to establish a consultative
arrangement that the agencies would use for guidance in the planning
and effective execution of highway and motor vehicle safety research
projects using data collected by the insurance industry. (Class o,
Priority Action) (H-81-46)

—the All-Industry Research Advisory Council:

Cooperate with the National Highway Traffie Safety Administration and
the Federal Highway Administration in establishing a consultative
-arrangement that the agencies would use for guidance in the planning
and execution of highway and motor vehicle safety research projects
using data collected by the insurance industry. (Class 1, Priority Action)
(H-81-47) -

BY THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

/s/ JAMES B. KING
Chairman

/s/ ELWOOD T. DRIVER
Vice Chairman

/s/ PATRICIA A. GOLDMAN
Member

/s/  G. H. PATRICK BURSLEY
Member

FRANCIS H. McADAMS, Member, did not participate,

August 25, 1981
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APPENDIXES
APPENDIX A
INSURANCE APPLICATION FORM
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APPENDIX B

AUTOMOBILE CLAIM REPORT
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APPENDIX C

DESCRIPTIGN OF THE HLDI DATA SYSTEM 1/

HLDI data system

The Highway Loss Data Institute calculates from in-
surance data the number and extent of losses asso-
ciated with various motor vehicles types. Specifi-
cally, HLDI calculates how many claims there are
per insured vehicle year for each vehicle type, and
how much these claims cost in terms cf insurance
payments for human injuries, vehicle damage, or
theft. The system tarough which HLDI derives re-
sults from insurance data is described below.

Types of Insurance Data Collected

Major insurers make availaile to HLDI large volumes
of computerized data which are used to compare the
loss experience of various vehicles. HLDI collects
data only from insurers’ first-party coverage files
(i.e., those under which the policyholder collects
compensation for losses from his own insurer). Data
from three types of first-party insurance coverages
are included in the HLDI system: ‘

® Injury Coverage: The medical insurance data
collected by HLDI are from Personal Injury Pro-
tection (PIP) coverage, which is sold in states
with “no-fault” insurance. This coverage pro-
vides reimbursement for the medical and other
:r-related losses sustained by the occupants of in-
-.:" sured vehicles in crashes without regard to who
was considered to be “‘at fault.” States with no-
fault insurance requirements generally restdct
the right to make claims against the other in-
volved parties; as a result, more crash injury
claims are paid under PIP coverage in these
states than under first-party .nedical coverages
in states without no-fault insurance. Thus, BIP
coverage provides the most complete automo-
bile medical insurance data concerning occu-
pant injuries. It should be recognized, however,
that even in states with no-fault insurance, PIP
coverage does not provide a full account of all
occupant crash injuries requiring medical treat-
ment. Other sources of reimbursement may also
be used—for example, group health insurance
coverage.

® Vehicle Crash Damage Coverage: The vehicle
crash damage insurance data collected by HLDI
are from collision coverage, which provides
reimbursement for vehicle damage sustained in
crashes. ' '

® Veiicle Theft Coverage: The vehicle theft in-
surance data collected by HLDI are from com-
prehensivecoverage, which provides reimburse-
ment for a number of non-crash losses—e.g.,
vehicle theft, non-crash fires, and vandalism.

Under each of these first-party coverages, HLDI
collects data about vehicles for which claims are filed,
as well as data about the larger population of insured

~ vehicles which are included in the HLDI system. For

each insured vehicle, HLDI collects information on the
type and dates of coverage, the age or age group of
the insured operator, the location where the vehicle
is normally garaged, and any deductible amounts
that could affect the size of claim payments. For each
insured vehicle involved in a crash for which a claim is
filed, HLDI collects information on the coverage un-
der which the claim is made as well as the date and
amount of the loss. However, HLDI includes in its
results only claims for losses that occur while insurance
coverage is in effect; each claim submitted to HLDI is
carefully matched with coverage information to be
sure no claims are included outside coverage dates.

For claims under injury coverage, payments are
identified as medical loss, wage loss, or other eco-
nomic loss; only medical losses are used in the com-
putation of injury loss experience. For claims under
comprehensive coverage, HLDI collects information
on the type of insurance loss involved—i.e., whether
payments are made for fire, theft or vandalism; only
theft loss data are used in the computation of HLDI
results,

Vehicle Identification

HLDI's data system is designed to compare vehi-
cles and their characteristics; the “key"” to this system
is accurate, specific vehicle information. The item in
the HLDI data files which provides such information
is the Vehicle Identification Number (VIN).

The VIN from each new passenger vehicle sold in
the United States can be decoded to provide infor-
mation on its make, model year, series, body style,
and engine. Using secondary sources, it is also pos- .
sible to derive an estimate of each vehicle’s weight
and horsepower. o :

To use VINs in its data system, HLDI has devel-
oped computer software, called VINDICATOR,
which analyzes and decodes the VINs of nearly all
the passenger cars and multipurpose vehicles sold

1/ Excerpted from "The Highway Loss Data Institute," copyright 1981 by the Highway
Loss Data Institute. Reprinted with permission. , o

£
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in the United States since 1966. VINDICATOR is
updated annually and is widely used. by other or-
ganizations, including state and federal agencies and
many insurers. The VINDICATOR program is avail-
able cir request. '

Claim Frequency

HLDI uses the insurance and vehicle identification
information described abova to compute claim fre-
quencies. To compute these, it is necessary to know
not only how many claims for a particular vehicle
type are filed, but also how many such vehicles are
insured during a given calendar period. The latter
figure provides a measure of the exposure to the likeli-
hood of a clairiz for each vehicle type.

Exposure is measured by computing the length of
time each individual vehicle is insured under each
coverage. The total exposure for each vehicle type—
measured in numbers of insured vehicle years—is
obtained by accumulating the length of time each
vehicle of that type has been insured under the spec-
ified coverage. For example, if HLDI has data on
10,000 individual vehicles of a particular type, each
of which has had collision coverage in effect for a
six-month period, then the total collision coverage
for that E;rticular vehicle type would be 5,000 in-
sured vehicle years.

A claim frequency result is produced by dividing the
number of claims %r a vehicle type by the number of
insured vehicle years for the same vehicle type. For injury
and comprehensive coverages, claim frequencies are
reported in terms of the number of claims per 1,000
insured vehicle years of exposure. For collision cov-
erages, under which more claims are filed, claim
freouencies are reported in terms of the number of
claims per 100 insured vehicle years of exposure.

Loss Payments: Collision and
Comprehensive Coverages

Under these coverages, HLDI calculates average loss
payments by adding all of the payments for losses
associated with a vehicle type, an! then dividing the
sum by the number of claims paid. -

HLDI also computes a figure that combines a par-
ticular vehicle’s collision or coriprehensive claim fre-
quency and average loss pzyment. This figure, the
average loss payment per insired pe’’.cte year, is obtained
by multiplying the claim freqt'ency by the ave. ige
loss payment amount and then dividing the product
by 100 (for collision losses) or by 1,000 (for compre-
hensive losses). This result is the average insurance
loss for a single vehicle operated for one year under
the specified coverage. [ O

APPENDIX C

Loss Payments: Injury Coverage

Some crashes result in injuries of such severity that
medical payments ceniinue for very long periods of
time. The average loss payments of such claims in-
crease as longer periods of time are considered. Con-
sequently, stable average loss payments and loss
payments per insured vehicle year cannot be com-
puted on a timely basis for injury coverage. HLDI
assesses the magnitude of injury losses for various:
vehicle types by measuring the frequendies of claims
with payments exceeding certain dollar thresholds—
currently $250, $500, and $1,000. : ‘

Non-Vehicle Factors

HLDI findings largely reflect differences in the char-
acteristics of specific vehicle types. However, a ve-
hicle’s insurance losses can also vary substantially
because of non-vehicle factors. Tv.> important non-
vehicle factors which HLDI takes iz account are the
age of the insured operator and the size of the deduc-
tible.

Operator age: Younger operators generally have
more frequent and more severe crashes than older
operators. Since vehicle types being compared may
have substantially different percentages of youthful
operators, this factor is taken into account to avoid
distortion of HLDI findings. )

HLDI computations utilize two operator age
groups, youthful and non-youthful. Youthful oper-
ators are defined as all males (married or single)
under 25 years old, and all unmarried females under
25 years old. All other operators are classified as non-
youthful. These operator age groups are derived
from the variety of insurance-rated operator classi-
fication plans in use in the various states.

HLDI collects information on ore rated driver for
each insured vehicle. This is the driver who, for

“:. insurance purposes, is considered to represent the
‘higliest loss potential. For example, in a family with
“two insured vehicles and three operators, two adults

and one leenager, the teenager-would be the rated
operator of the car he or she drives most frequently;

-one of the adults would be the rated operator of the

othercar. :

Figure 33 illustrates the influence of operator age
groups on relative injury claim frequencies for two
1977-1979 model year Chevrolet cars-—the Camaro,
a compact, and the Impala four-door, an intérme-
diate. The results are shown in relative terms, with
100 representing the average injury claim frequency for all
1977-1979 models. The Camaro had a relative claim
frequency of 149 for the youthful operator group;
that is, its claim frequency for youthful operators
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was 49 percent higher than the overall frequency for

all 1977-1979 model cars. The result for the Camaro’s
non-youthful operator group was 110. The relative
claim frequency results for the Impala also differed
substantially by operator age group—112 for the
youthful operator group, and 73 for the non-youthful
gioup. .

Clearly, the relative mix of exposure for operator
age groups affects a vehicle’s overall loss results. If
the Canuaro, for example, has more of its exposure
with youthful operators than the Impala, then *he
Camaro’s overall loss result is more influenced by
this non-vehicle factor than is the Impala’s. In HLDI
reports, differences in the mix of exposure by oper-
ator age group are adjusted through the standcrdiza-
tion procedure described on pages 26-29. "

FIGURE 33 '

Personal Injury Protection Coverage

Deductibies: Another important non-vehicle fac-
tor that affects collision and comprehensive coverage
results is the size of the deductible (i.e., the portion of
the loss paid by the insured). This factor affects both
the frequency of claims and the size of average loss
payments. Higher deductiblés result in lower fre-
quencies of claims and higher average claim payment
amounts. Thus, if there are differences in deductibles
among different vehicle types, then this factor (un-
less appropriately taken into account) could affect
HLDI comparisons of vehicles’ losses. Differences in
deductibles, if not taken into account, could also
affect comparisons of losses for the same vehicle type
over time, since there has been a trend toward higher
deductibles in recent years.

Relative Claim Frequencies by Operator Age Group

1977-1979 Models

160 -

. Youthful Operator
No Youthful Operator

Avg. Claim Fraquency

All1877-1872 Models

1

Chevrolet Cemaro
Compect

Chevrolet | la
- C-Doo'r”p.
Intermaediate




Standardization

To avoid bias in the HLDI results associated with
operator age and deductible amounts, the findings
are weighted so that each vehicle’s loss result is
based on exactly the same proportions of exposure
for each applicable non-vehicle factor. This proce-
dure, referred to as standardization, has long been
used by statisticians in public health and other fields.
Under injury coverage, HLDI results are standard-
ized to the same mix of exposure for youthful and
non-youthfui operator age groups only, since de-
ductibles generally do not apply. Under collisionand
comprehensive coverages, HLDI results are stan-
dardized to the same mix of exposure for both op-
erator age group and deductible.

The following examples illustrate the effects of
standarcization on HLDI results. As stated earlier,
figure 3% shows the injury claim frequency results of
the 1977-1979 model Chevrolet Camaro and Impala
for each operator age group. Figure 34 shows that
almost half of the Camaro’s exposure was with
youthful operators as rated drivers, compared to less
than ten percent for the Impala. Differences of this
magnitude are common when comparisons are made
between cars of different sizes. In general, the
smaller the car, the higher the percentage of expo-
sure with youthful operators, .-

Figure 35 shows the relative injury claim frequency
results for these two cars using the actual mix of

exposure for the two operator age groups, and the -

results using the same or standardized mix. Compar-
isons between the standardized results for the
Camaro and the Impala are not distorted by the dif-
ferent mix of exposure between youthful and non-
youthful operator groups, because the data have
been weighted to make the comparisons. In the case
of the Camaro, which had a high percentage of
youthful exposure, the standardized result was
lower than the actual result because the contribution
from the youthful operator group was reduced. On
the other hand, for the Impala the standardized re-
sult was higher than the actual result, since stan-
dardization increased ihe contribution from the
- youthful operator group. HLDI generally publishes
standardized as well as actual results in order to
facilitate valid comparisons among vehicle types.

APPENDIX C

FIGURE 34
Personal Injury Protection Coverage

Percent of Exposure by Operator Age Group °
1977-1979 Models

. Youthtul

Operator
No Youthful
Qperator

Chevrolet Camaro Chavrolet impals 4-Door
Compact Intermediate

FIGURE 35
Personal Injury Protection Coverage
Relative Claim Frequencies—Actual and
Standardized

1977-1979 Modols

130 A

. Actual

.mw

Avg Clarm Frequency

AN 1877-1979 Madets
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. Youthful Opsretor
. Ko Youthful Operator

Avg. Clsim Fraquancy FlGuRE ”

AL 1980 Models Collision Coverage—Deductible <$150
Relative Claim Frequencies by
Operator Age Group
1980 Models

HLDI 198t

Ford Thunderbird
Tompact

——

FIGURE 37 (\’ '
Collision Coverage—Deductible <$150 *§-
Percent of Exposure by Operator Age Group
1980 Modeis

Figures 36-38 illustrate the effects of operator age
groups on collision results, using data from two 1980
model Ford cars—the Mustang, a subcompact, and ~ 100% =
the Thunderbird, a compact. The relative collision
coverage claim frequency results for deductibles less
than $150 for the two cars are presented in Figure 36. ' Youthtul
For the non-youthful operator age group, the Mus- , Spenator |
tang had a relative claim frequency of 106, while the' ‘ Operator
Thunderbird had a frequency of 102. {Again, 100
represents the average for all 1980 models.) The
youthful operator groups had significantly higher
relative claim frequencies—171 for the Mustang, or
71 percent higher than average; and 131 for the
Thunderbird, or 31 percent higher than average. Fig-
ure 37 shows that the Mustang had 24 percent of its
collision coverage exposure with youthful operators,
compared to only 6 percent for the Thunderbird.

HLD! 1981

Ford Musts Ford Thunderbird
swcompu:? Com

pact




Both actual and standardized results for these two
cazs are shown in Figure 38. The actual result was
122 for the Mustang and 104 for the Thunderbird.
When the results were standardized to the same mix
of exposure for each operator age group, the relative
collision coverage claim frequencies for the two cars
become closer—116 for the Mustang and 106 for the
Thunderbird.

Figures 39-41 illustrate the effects of deductible
differences on collision coverage results. Figure 39
shows the relative average claim size results for non-
youthful operators for two 1980 model specialty
cars—the Chevrolet Monte Carlo, a compact, and

“the Cadillac Eldorado, an intermediate. For both
cars, higher deductible amounts resulted in higher
average claim payment amounts, Figure 40 shows
that the Monte Carlo had almost 30 percent of its
exposure with higher deductibles compared to al-
- most 50 percent for the Eldorado. Figure 41 shows
the actual and standardized relative avi:zage loss pay-
‘ment amounts for these two cars: 88 for the Monte
Carlo compared to 129 for the Eldorado. After stan-
dardization the Monte Carlo’s result remained 88,

whereas the Eldorado’s result was reduced from 129 o

to 125.

The effects of differences in these non-vehicle fac-

tors, operator age group and deductible amount, can
be marked. Thus, HLDI presents standardized as well
as actual results in most of its reports. In the case of
injury coverage, which generally does not have a
deductible, results are standardized for operator age

- group only. For collision and comprehensive cover-
ages, results are standardized for both operator age
group and deductible amount. Unless otherwise
noted, all results shown in this publication are stan-
dardized.
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FIGURE 38
Collision Coverage—Deductible < $150
Relative Claim Frequencies—Actual
and Standardized

1980 Models

-
- Standardized

Ford Mustang
Subcompact

Ford Thunderbirg
Compect

FIGURE 39

Collision Coverage—No Youthful

Operator Age Group :

Relative Average Loss Payments

by Deductible Group

1980 Specialty Models

- Deductible <$150

—J Deductibie »3150

Avg. Loss Payment
" AN 198 Moges

Chevrolet Monte Carto Cadillac Exdorads
Compact Intermadiate

HLD% 198t

HLD) 19080
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FIGURE 40
Collision Coverane—No Youthful
Operator Age Group

Percent of Exposure by
Deductible Group

1880 Specialty Mcdels

80% .
- Deductible <$150

| - Deduclible >3$150

CMWNH Honl. Carlo Cadllisc Eldorado
irtermediate

HLDY 1981 -

FIGURE 41
Collision Coverage—No Youthful
Operator Age Group

Relative Average Loss Payments—
Actual and Standardized

1980 Specialty Models

[
o] Actual

- Standardizes

Avg. Loss Paymant

All 1580 Models

BB

Chevrolet Monte Carlo Cadillac Eldorado
Compact intermadiate

HLDI 1961
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APPENDIX D
GM "620 SURVEY REPORT"

MOTORS 620 SURVEY REPORT cm

INSURANCE COMPLETE ENTIRE SURVEY SOR ALL COLLISION LOSSES , INSURANCE
CORPORATION INVOLVING ANY MIC INSURED GM VEHICLE LISTED IN QUESTION ONE. CORPORATION

1. VEHICLE: ‘9. WAS VEHICLE TOWED
ereceones 17981 LUV TRUCK FROM THE SCENE? ves
[J79-81 7' CHEVETTE, T1000.
G 80-81 ‘X" CITATION,OMEGA PHOENIX,SKYLARK.
82 “J'* CAVALIZR,CIMARRON, -2000. 10. VASURY’ wes snyons bwared I ﬁ Cj
7 i the 3IC neured vehicle?
V'NLI [ | I I I lI rl I IJ '(mm,n---awu .:
trusses, scraiches,

}
Circio Only Onel C.p.IA, ——
3. DATEOF LOSS: M, 11. RESGRTS VEHICLE PHOTOGRAPHSE| 520 Suavey

MO0. — 04 — YA mmd» [820 SURVEY :
. REQUIRED 717 ESTIMATE 717 ESTIMATE

4.INSURED'S ~ .

NAME: : 12. AMOUNT Q'F LOSS: “Repairer's Agresd Price™. s D:jjj a0
|+ [{ i ~Ag red Replacament Values™ less * Sal .
5. POLICYNUMBER: 4:';:2: '(;llmzu s.rv'fg: i no:r.'som;.rmp o
6.CLAIM BRANCH CODE: D]j 13.iS VEHICLE A TOTAL LOSS? m YES @ NO
T.NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS: (n ihe MIC nsunsd vatucie st the tme of colea ) 24, POLICE REPORT COMPLETED: E] YES @ NO

DOAFHEEEE [eorwore] [sfunknown]

8. CLAIM HANDLING METHOD: FIELD ADJ. ORIVE.IN
B 1 [SPECTION INSPECTION

15. ADJUSTER:

18. DATE OF INVESTIGATION:
D OTHER MO. —— DAY —— YR,

1. AREA OF DAMAGE: 18, DIRECT/IN OF IMPACT: 19. NUMBER OF VEHICLES INVOLVED: tincluging tha case venicia)

Which srea of 1he vshicle received From ani Iditection did the other
the most Hvery damage? Choose vahicle ar ODject contact the arse 5 OR MORE || 9 JunryNOwN
l
the first most severs impact if more of major camage?
than one of equs! severity " a
iy 4Ot FEONT aFlAY
———

20. D&IECT CUNTACTED: 1dentify the object struck which causad the

FAONT ' major dsmage described 1 Guestion 17. (Enter Coce Below)

AUTOMOBILE & 08 FENCE

POLE OR TREE 09 EMBANKMENT
DITCH 10 BRIDGE
GRQUND 11 GUARDRAIL
‘ROLLOVEA ONLY) TRAIN OR BUS
LIGHT TRUCK * CULVERT
LARG': TRUCK & PEDESTRIAN
SIGN UNKNOWN

l\ ) . Deicribe
i S (Ol 00 L wwonl "5 L
e INDIZaaaG) B SOTAUIA antay j‘m,:,,, ROLLOVER oy oy it

QUESTIONS 21 A THRU G ARE TO BE COMPLETED BY THE ADJUSTER BASED ON VEHICLE INSPECTION ONLY.
FUEL SYSTEM includes:

A. FUEL SYSTEM DAMA'.'-E: D YES D NO - D UNX Corbuyrator Fue! Lines Fue! Filler Neck and Cgp
- Fuel Pumy Fuel Tank{s) Fuel Tank Strops or ‘attachments

FII INO NYNL IO
tont § s
O Inan Ovet adta

OTHER

~
bl

B FUELLEAKAGE: [} YEs [ no [0 UMK . 3 IF FUEL LEAKAGE OCCURKED,
’ : 1. Refer to Generc! Memo No. 7844 Supplemem 3,

| SPECIAL
|~k INFORMATION

2. Call For SROL Cantro! Numher,

=

u FUEL SYSTEM wo: DAMAGED OR LEAKAGE occursad, COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE of shis forn, INCLUDING PHOTOGRAPHS.

a2 lRESTRAINT TYPE::" MANUAL (ACTIVE) BELY: [J AUTOMATIC (PASSIVE) BELTS Roter to General Memo No.89 35, Sup,lj

(oR) CENTER FRONT (CF) RIGHT FRONT {RF}

mrwqm C‘E@ Lag Belt Worn GE] Lag Belt Worn [Y_E-_-] @
Shigr. Belt Womn @@ Shidr. Beft Worn @
SOURCE: Other: SOURCE: [CF]  Other: SOURCE: [RF]  Qiher:

LEFT REAR (LR) : ) CEATER REAR (CN)  |[micHT meaR (RR} .

Lap st worn [ 7€3] [Wo] [unn) [Wa] || Lap Bevr wom (5] [50] [ONK] (W] || cao Bereworn  [VES] [Ro] [une] [v7a]
sounce [1] o SOURCE:[CR]  Orher: SOURCE: Other:

COMB. 620 PRINTED IN U.5.A. MARCH 1981

RESTRAINT USAGE B
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Special tformation (Cun'r) 7O SE COMPLETED ONLY IF FUEL SYST('A WAS DAMAGED

NOTE: IF A CPIR 15 NOT OTHERWISE REQUIRED FOR THIS CASE, THEN COMPLETE PAGE 2 OF CPIR AND ATTACH TO THIS FORM
€. FUEL TANK:
1. DAMAGEF: (Check all that apply)
7} None (] DEFORMED/CRUSHED [ curspunciureo O tosn [ stam SEPARATION
2. LEAKAGE: (Check ona)
Owo - [Oves O unxnown

3. DESCRIBE LEAKAGE AND/OR DAMAGE IN DETAIL:
INDICATE EXTENT (ie; longth, width, depih), SPECIFIC LOCATION, AND OAJECT OR SOURCE OF AND/CR DAMAGE

D. FUEL FiLLER 'J!CK:
1, DAMAGE: (Check all that apply)

C] none {0 oerormes/CRUSHED 7] cur/puncrureD (] FILLER NECK HOSE--CUT/TORN

C] PARTIAL/COMPLETE SEPARATION AT SCLDER JOINY TO TANK D FILLER NECK HOSE--SEPARATED FROM NI7I

2. LEAKAGE: [Check one) -
. [ wo J ves ) unxnowa

3. DESCRIBE LEAKAGE AND/OR DAMAGE IN DETAIL;
INDICATE EXTENT, SPECIFIC LCCATION, AND CBIECT OR SOUACE OF 1ELAKAGE AND/OR DAMAGE.

E. FUEL TANK SEPARATICN #ROM VEHICLE: (Check ons}
1. O] none [ parTIAL [ cometete

2, DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE SPECIFIC COMPONENT, LOCATION, AND TYPE OF DAMAGE CAUSING SEPARATION ..

F. OTHEK FUEL SYSTEM DAMAGE: (Check all that apply)
1. CARBURETOR:  [] NOT DAMAGED [ bamaceo ] No LeakaGE O weaxace
FUEL PUAYP: [ not pamacsp ] oamacep [ NO LEAKAGE [J reaxace
FUEL LINES: [J not pamacep ] oAmaceD [ no 1eaxaGe [ terxace
FUEL FILLER CAP: [[] NOT DAMAGED O pamacen [J missinG [ No reaxace O L:Ax;igs

DESCRiE LEAKAGE AND/OR DAMAGE IN DETAIL: INDICATE EXTENT. SPECIFIC LOCATION. AND OBIECT OR SQURCE OF LEAXAGE AND/OK DAMAGE.

PHOTOGRAPHS TO BE TAKEN BY ADJUSTER
. ALWAYS USE FLASH FOR UNDERCARRIAGE OR ENGINE COMPARTMENT PHOTOGRAPHS.

. It @ CPIR is not otherwise required, 1 rcll of slide film should be vsed.
® 8 exterior views, a3 described in the CPIR, should be token,
o The renaining 12 views should be used to show the fual system damage and the sur;ounding orea {examples below).

it a CPIR is required, use o second roll of #ilm for the fuel system domage phologropﬁs {examples below).

~ erswm>mu.'ﬂﬂﬂ:s;:n‘3w T N T A T S T T
Y - - . . s
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DRIVER IMPAIRMENT .

CASE DRIVER'S DRIVING
PERFORMANCE IMPAIRED BY:

NOTHING LACK OF TRAINING

OTHER VEHICLES INVOLVED
YES NQ

DESCRIBE OTHER VEHICLES
1ST COLLISION
MAKE, MODEL. YEAR

DANKING EMOTIONAL STATE

BEMNG DRUNK MEDICATICN

SLEEPING NARCOTICS

FATIGUE ILLNESS

SPEED AT IMPACT

2ND COLLISION (IF APPLICABLE)
MAKE, MODEL, YEAR

RAECKLESSNESS INFRMITIES

PHYSICAL
HANDICAP

INATTENTION

OTHER:

EPEED AT IMPACT

INFCRMAT.ON SOURCE: SPEEDS ESTIMATED BY:

OTHER VEHICLE(S) DESCRIPTJON §

«CASE VEHICLE DESCRI
VEHICLE IDENTIFICATION NO.

MAKE:
MODEL:
MODEL YEAR:
ODOMETER:

ESTIMATED SPEED
PRIOR TO IMPACT
AT IMPACT

ESTIMATED BY:

DESCRIPTIGN OF COLLISION
1. Draw hoavy lines 10 show highway deta
stine iocalion of colleon,

2. Gwe name of piraets and higheays and US,
Staw and intersiste Aoute numbers. it any.

2 Weniify al! otyects in shatch. Case vohicie ‘ s
should e ways be labeled “A™. Tune [
SAQUENCE NUMBITS May be axfded .

(9.9.. A1, AZ). ;

4. Include &imensons when possibis .

INDICATE NORTH BY ARROW

DESCRIBE COLLISION EVENTS, OBJECTS STRUCK, ETC.

(CONTINUE ON PAGE 15 IF NECESSARY)

INFORMATION SOURCES: REPORTED BY:




TIRE
POSITION

DESCRIBE CASE VEW{CLE TIRES

APPENDIX E

- TIRE
CONSTRUCTION TYPE

L. FRONT

R. FRONT

L. REAR

R. REAR

EXAMPLES:

BRA78.12
R18575R-14
P2OSTOR-14
HT8-158
Qr0-14
8.7518.5C

STEEL RADWL
GLASS RADIAL
BWUS PLY
BELYED BKS

"= CASE VEHICLE DESCRIPTION
{CONT D}

NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS:
mcl.l':!gg OCCUPANTS ™ CASE VEHICLE )

ESTIMATED WEIGHT OF LUGGAGE
OR CARGO LBS.

TRANSMISSION
AUTOMATIC

STEERING
POWER

BRAKES
POWER

TYPE OF BRAKES
ALL DARUM
FRONT DBC
ALL DRC

SUN ROOF OR REMOVEABLE
ROOF PANELS

NOT EQUPPED
OPEN CLOSED
REMOVED N PLACE
STEEL GLASS . MABTIC
NOT RETAINED DURING COLLIBION
RETAINED DURING COLLISION

NOT DAMAGE D

DAMAGED, DESCMBE:

TRAILER BEING TOWED
YES NO

TRAILER HITCH INSTALLED
YEs NO

FRONT END DAMAGE

HOOD LATCHES RELEASED
YES NO

HOOD LATCHES DAMAGED
YES NO

HOOD LATCHES JAMMED
YES NO

HOOD HINGES DAMAGED
NONE LEFT RIGHT

HOOD HINGES SEPARATED
NONE LEFT RIGHT

HOOD REMAINED ON VEHICLE
YES NO

HOOD CONTACTED WINDSHIELD
YES NO

HOOD TORE WINDSHIELD
INTERLAYER
YES NO

FENDER CONTACTED WINDSHIELD
YES NO

ENGINE OR TRANSMISSION MOUNT
SEPARATED

YES NO

STEERING COLUMN FLEXIBLE
COUPLING SEPARATED
(9E SKETCH PAGE 7)

YES NO

EXTENT OF FIRE

NONE MINOR MAJOR

ORIGIN OF FIRE (CIRCLE ONE)
ENGINE COMPARTMENT
PASSENGER COMPARTMENT
LUGGAGE COMPARTMENT
FUEL TANK AREA
AUXILURY FUEL TANK
OTHER VEHICLE
OTHER
UNKNOWN

. EFT SIDE —EXTERIOR .
"A(DRIVER'S SIDE)

LEFT BODY MOUNT SEPARATION
YES NO

LEFT FRONT DOOR
LATCH DAMAGED
LATCH RELEASED
HINGES DAMASED
HINGES SEPARATED
SHEET METAL DAMAGED
DOOR OPENED DURING COLLISION
DOOR JAMMED CLOSED
NOT DAMAGED

LEFT KEAR DOOR
NOT EQUIPPED
LATCH DAMAGED
LATCH RELEASED
HINGES DAMAGED
HINGES SEPARATED
SHEET MCTAL DAMAGED
DOOR OPENEC DUAING COLLISION
DOOR JAMMED CLOSED
NOT DAMAGED




APPENDIX E

AND ApomionaL
DIMENSIONS TO
DESCRIBE DAMAGE.
(BEE EXAMPLES BELOW).

EXAMPLES:
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

FRONT OR REAR
WHEEL CENTER 3 r."gﬂ

BUMPER —)

FRONT OR REAR

WHEEL
CentEn
<

AUTOMOBILE EXTERIOR DAMAGE

INSTRUCTIONS:

1. BELECT APPROPRIATE VEHICLE ON PAGE 4 OR PAGE 5. .

2. INDICATE CAUSHED AREAS, CAUSED BY THE COLLISION, BY OUTLINING NEW PERIMETER OF VEHICLE AND
BHADING THE DAMAGED AREAS ON THE LARGE SKETCH BELOW, USE AS MANY VIEWS AS NECESSARY TO
COMPLETELY DESCRIBE THE DAMAGE.

. ENTER THE THREE DIMENSIONS TO THE CENTER OF THE WHEELS (WHEELBASE, FRONT AND REAR
OVERKANGS) ON BOTH SIDES OF THE VEHICLE AS SHOWN AT LEFT,

. ENTER THE DIMENSIONS ON THE BKETCH(ES) USING THE EXAMPLES AT THE SIDE OF THIS PAGE AS A GUIDE TO
DESCRIBE THE DAMAGE. THE DIMENSIONS WHICH DESCRIBE THE AMOUNT OF CAUSH, SHOULD BE TAKEN AT
THE POINT OF MAXIMUM PENETRATION.

. ADD OTHER DIMENSIONS AS NECESSARY TO COMPLETELY DESCRIBE THE DAMAGE.

- DESCRIBE AND LOCATE DAMAGE CAUSED BY ANYTHING OTHER THAN THE COLLISION AND NOTE CAUSE (£.G.,
PRE-COLLISION DAMAGE, TOWING DAMAGE, DAMAGE DUE TO REMOVAL OF OCCUPANTS, ETC)
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]

FUEL TANK AND.LINES. HINGES SEPARATED PASSENGER COMPARTMENT o

APPROXIMATE FUEL LEVEL NONE PASSENGER COMPARTMENT
AT TIME OF IMPACT BOTTOM LEFT INTERIOR, REDUCED IN SIZE
LESS THAN 172 FULL BOTVOM RIGHT YES O

172 FULL OR MORE TOP LEFY WHERE?
TOP RIGHT

FUFEL TANK NISENGAGED INTRUSION BY AN EXTERNAL

OBJECT
No TRUNK-PASSENGER COMPART- " ves "o
PARTIALLY MENT PARTITION DAMAGED
COMPLETELY ves NO DESCRIBE

LOOSE OBJECTS INSIDE
TANK DEFORMED TAILGATE ELECTRIC WINDOW PASSENGER COMPARTMENT

YES NO
NOT EQUIPPED YES o
DESCRIBE

OPERABLE
FUEL FILLER NECK DEFORMED NOT OPERABLE

YES . NO COWL DEFORMED
YeS NO

KAG LUGGAGE AREA DAMAGED
FUEL LEAKAGE ves NO FLOORPAN (INCLUDING TOEPAN)
NONE MINOR DEFORMED

YES NO

LOCATION OF LEAKS SPARE TIRE SEPARATED FROM :
NONE ANCHORAGE WINDSHIELD
TANK » YES NO NOT DAMAGED
FILLER NECK CRACKED
LNES BROKEN {TORN INTERLAYER)

OTHER: RIGHT SIDE _ EXTERIOR OCCUPANT CONTACT
drcan _(PASSENGER'S SIDE) | SAACKED oR BmoKEN oY
NOTE: IF TANK OR FILLER

NECK DAMAGED, OR FUEL WINDSHIELD PERIMETER

Pp e OCCURRED RIGHT BODY MOUNT SEPARATION || SEPARATED FROM VEHICLE
YES NO YES NO

APPROX. PERCENT OF
TRUNK—HATCHBACK —TAILGATE PERMETER SEPARATION
RIGHT FRONT DOOR

POSITION BEFCRE IMPACT LATCH DAMAGED WINDSHIELD MARK
UNLATCHED LATCHED LATCH RELEASED DRAW GLASS MANUFACTURER'S

WINDSHIELD MARK (LOCATED AT
REMOVED HINGES DAMAGED BOTTOM OF WINDSHIELD AT

HMGES BEPARATED CENTER OR COANER)
LATCHES RELEASED BHEET METAL DAMAGED . EXAMPLE:
vES »o DOOR GPENED DURING COLLISION, T Py
DOOR'SAMMED CLOSED | L : e
LATCHES DAMAGED NOT DAMAGED 7/ 1 "0

[
ves , L__fl
RIGHT REAR DOOR CAIRIED
LATCHES JAMMED NOT ECUPPED L0747 1

Yes LATCH DAMAGED VEHICLE WINDSHIELD MARK
LATCH RELEASED
HINGES DAMAGED HINGES DAMAGED

NONE. HINGES SEPARATED

BOTTOM LEFT . SHEET METAL DAMAGED

BOTTOM RIGHT DOOR OPENED DURING COLLISION

TOP LEFT DOOR JAMMED CLOSED

TOP RIGHT - ' NOT DAMAGED




STEERING WHEEL DAMAGE
NOsE
SUGHTLY DEFORMED
SEVERELY DENT
BAOKEN

HORN BUTTONS OR
SPOKE SHROUD DAMAGE

Yes NO

OCCUPANT CONTACT WITH
STEERING WHEEL

NONE

LY

SPONES

STEERING COLUMN MEASUREMENTS

SOUND INSULATING PANELS MUST BE REMOVED TO
MEASURE SHEAR CAPSULES AND ENERGY ARSORBING DEVICE.

SOME VEHICLES ALSO REQUIRE REMOVAL OF PANEL AND/OR

AIR DUCT BELOW STEERING COLUMN.

THESE MEASUREMENTS SHOULD BE TAKEN
EVEN WHEN COLUMN APPEARS UNDAMAGED.

APPENDIX E

COLUMN TYPE
STANDARD
TILT oMLY
TILT ANO TELESCOPE

TILT MECHANISM DAMAGED
YES NO
NOT EQUPPED

DESCRIBE DAMAGE

BHEAR CAPEULE

MG COLLMN

SHEAR CAPSULE SEPARATION

ENTER SEPARATION DISTANCE

RENCVE LOWEA W
N TO TAK| Li

ENERGY ABSORBING DEVICE
ENTER DIMENSION ON APPROPRIATE DIAGRAM

Cr——o

[

UMENT PANEL STEERING

CARS EXCEPT THOSE LISTED BELOW

ENGINE COMPARTMENT TELESCOPING UNIT

N DIAGRAM

MENT

ENTER TELESCOPED LENGTH ON APPROPRIATE DIAGRAM
PLASTIC COVER SHOULD BE ARMOVED TO INSPECT PLEXIABLE COUPLING

ALL GW EXCEPT THOSE LISTED BELOW

NOTE:
REMOVE
AUBBER
S00T AY
TORPAN

=

UGHT TRUCKS, CAMARG, FIRESIRD, MOMZA, SUNBIX
AND 1070 NOVA, 179 OMEGA. 1970 PHORNIX, 1979 BKYLARK 1978 BEVILLE.

=

2 FLEXILE

LIGHT TRUCKS AND
1978 NOVA, 1978 OMEQGA, 1970 PHOENIX, 1679 SKYLARK

& rnumenal

0, SKYHAWK, STARFIRE,

carguLe

g

oy

. Aot mant

MONZA-SKYHAWK-SUNDD-STARFIRE

POWER
COUPLIND STEERING

MANUVAL
STEERING

NOT EQUIPPED: VANS

NOT EQUIPPED: VANS, CHEVETTE, CORVETTE, OPEL. AND
1000 CITATION, 1900 OMEGA, 1980 PHOENIX, 1800 SKYLARK
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SKETCH ON DIAGRAM
ALL OCCUPANT CONTACT
MARKS AND/OR DAMAGE

DISTINGUISH .
BETWEEN DAMAGE AND .
OCCUPANT CONTACT MARKS,

(T WILL BE HELPFUL

T0 SKETCH MAJOR
COMPONENTS SUCH AS
GLOVE BOX, RADIO, ETC.,
N ORDER TO LOCATE
CONTACY AREAS )

INSTRUMENT PANEL |

]
-

LINTACTED BY
KReuPWT A0
DAMASSD,

R INTERIOR ITEMS

ASHTRAY.

" MOT DAMAGED
DCCUPANT CONTACT

CONTROL KNOBS AND LEVERS
NOT DAMAJED " DAMAGED
OCCUPANT COMTACT

GLOVE COMPARTMENT AREA
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPZNT CONTACT

INSTRUMENTS
NOT DAMAGED
OCGUPANT CONTACT

PARKING BRAKE
NOTEQUIPPED  NOT DAMAGED
DAMAGED OCCUPANT CONTACT

A/C OR UPPER VENTILATION
OUTLETS

NOT EQUIPPED

NOT DAMAGED

OCCUPANT CONTACT

HEATER OF: A/C DUCTS (LOWER)
NOT EQUPPED
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

RADIO (IN DASH INSTALLATION)
" NOT EQUIPPED
NOT DAMAGED

OOCUPANT CONTACT

CB RADIO OR TAPE PLAYER
(INSTALLED BELOW DASH OR ON TUNNEL)
NOT EQUIPPED
NOT DAMAGED

OOCUPANT CONTACT
FOOT CONTROLS
 MOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
IGNITION KEY -
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

REAR VIEW MIRROR
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

" DAMAGED

DAMAGED

DAMAQED

SUNVISOR AND FITTINGS
NOT CAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT  ~ =~ ~

WINDSHIELD TOP MOULDING
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

LEFT A-PILLAR (SEE BELOW)
NUT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

RIGHT A-PILLAR
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

CENTER CONSOLE
NOT EQUPPED
_NOT DAMAGED

GCCUPANT CONTACT

TRANSMISSION SELECTOR LEVER
ON COLUMN ON FLOOR
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

B

;_— e —
NOTE" LEFT SI0E DOES NOT




| FRONT SEAT DESCRIPTION |

TYPE OF FRONT SEAT -
CIRCLE SKETCH BELOW WHICH
BEST REPRESENTS FRONT SEAT.

o)

BENCH & ARMREST

STANDARD
BENCH

C

SPLIT BACK

i

INTEGRAL HEADRESTRAINT

IT BACK BE
J

(—

\r
BENCH INTEGRAL
HEADRESTRAINT

SPLIT BACK &
ARMREST

5050 SPLIT BENCH
& ARMREST®

5545 OR 8040
SPUIT BENCH & ARMAEST

CENTER ARMREST (FRONT SEAT)
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
NOT EQUPPED

CENTER ARMREST POSITION
PRIOR TO COLLISION
w DOWN

DRIVER SEAT

TYPE OF SEAT ADJUSTERS
MANUAL
POWER
L]

TYPE_OF SEAT ADJUSTMENT
BWAY ’
SWAY
SWVEL

" onan;

ADJUSTER DAMAGE

DEFORMED
- CHUCKING

JANED
SEPAPATED AT PLOOR -
SEPARATED I ADJUSTER
SEPARATED AT BRAT
]

APPENDIX E

POSITION OF DRIVER'S SEAT
{PRIOR TO COLLISION)

FORWARD MIODOLE
AEARWARD

SEAT DAMAGE

NONE

BACKREST CUSHION
RECLINING SEAT BACK POSITION

NOT EQUIPPED

UP (NOT RECLINED)

MIDOLE

DOWN (FLLLY RECLINED)
SEAT BACK CONTACTED BY
REAR SEAT OCCUPANT

YES

HEAD RESTRAINT (DRIVER)
ADNUSTABLE INTEGRAL
NOTEQUIPPED  NOT DAMAGED
DAMAGED OCCUPANT CONTACT
RETAMED DUAING COLLIBION
REMOVED PRIOA TO COLLISION

ADJUSTABLE HEAD RESTRAINT
POSITION AT TIME OF COLLISION

e DOWN REMOVED

NO

TYPE OF SEAT ADJUSTERS
SAANUAL
POWER
gD

TYPE OF SEAT ADJUSTMENT
2-WAY
S-WAY
SWNVEL
OTHER:

ADJUSTER DAMAGE
NONE
DEFORMED
CHUCKING
JAMMED
SEPARATED AT FLOOR
SEPARATED W+ ADJUSTER
SEPARATED AT BEAT
UNNOWN

POSITION OF PASSENGER'S SEAT
(PRIOR TO COLLISION)
FORWARD ~ mwoLe
ARARWARD
SEAT DAMAGE

NONE
BACKREST

R. FRONT PASSENGER SEAT

RECLINING SEAT BACK POSITION

NOT EQUIPPED
UP (NOT RECLINED)
MOOLE
DOWN (FULLY RECLINED)
SEAT BACK CONTACTED BY
REAR SEAT OCCUPANT
veS NO

HEAD RESTRAINT (FRONT PASS.)
ADJUSTABLE INTEQRAL
NOTEQUIPPED  NOT DAMAGED
DAMAGED OCCUPANT CONTACT
RETANED DURING COLLISION
REMOVED PRIOA TO COLLISION

ADJUSTABLE HEAD RESTRAINT
POSITION AT TIME OF COLLISION

ue DOWN REMOVED
REAR SEAT DESCRIPTION-

TYPE OF REAR SEAT
NO SEAT
NON-FOLOING

REAR SEAT DAMAGE
BACKREST
LOOBENED
NOT DAMAGED
CUSHION
LOOSENED
NOT DAMAGED

CENTER ARMREST (REAR SEAT)
NOT EQUIPPED
NOT DAMAGED

CENTER ARMREST POSITION
(PRIOR TO COLLISION)
uw DOWN

SEAT BACK LOCKS (REAR SEAT)
LEFT

NOT EQUPPED
HELD
AIGHT
© NOT EQUPPED
MELD

FOLOING

FOLDED DOWN
DAMAGED

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

T e At e e L RN




APPENDIX E

BACKLIGHT (REAR WINDO
NOT EQUPPED .
NOT DAMAGED DAMAQGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

BACKLIGHT HEADER
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

WINDOWS CL.OSED AT TIME
OF COLLISION
LEFT FRONT
yes
LEFT REAR
m -
RIGHT FRONT
Yes
RIGHT REAR
YES

" LEFT SIDE INTERIOR

FRONT LOOR
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
HAROWARE (FRONT DOOR)
NOT DAMAGED  DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
ARMAEST (FRONT . OOR)
NOT EQUPPED
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
WINDOW (FRONT DOOR)
NOTDAMAGED  DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

DAMAQED

REAR DOOR AREA

‘OCCUPANT CONTACT
HARDWARE (REAR DOOR AREA)

WOT DAMAGED

OCCUPANT CONTACT

NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED

DAMAGED

ARMREST (REAR DOOR AREA)
NOT EQUIPPED
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
WINDOW (REAR DOOR AREA)
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED .

ROOF SIDE RAIL
HOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

PILLARS (SEE DEFINITIONS PAGE 8)
B PILLAR
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
CPLLAR
NOT EQUIPPED
NOT DAMACED
OCCUPANT CONTACT
DPILLAR
NOT EQUPPED
NOT DAMAGED
OCNUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

RIGHT SIDE INTERIDR

FRONT DOOR
NOT.DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

HARDWARE (FRONT DOOR)

NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
- OCCUPANT CONTACT
ARMREST (FRONT DOOR)

NOT EQUIPPED

NOT DAMAGED

OCCUPANT CONTACT

WINDOW (FAONT DOOR)

- NOT DAMAGED DAMAQGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED -

DAMAQGED

REAR DOOR AREA
NOT DAMAQGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

HARDWARE (REAR DOOR AREA)
NOT DAMAGED DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

ARMREST (REAR DOOR AREA)
NOT EQUPPED
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

WINDOW (REAR DOOR AREA)
NOT DAMAGED MAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT . .

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

ROOF SIDE RAIL
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

PILLARS (SEE DEFINITIONS PAGE 8)
B PiLLAR

NOT PAMAGED

OCCUPANT CONTACT
C FILLAR

NOT EQUPPED

NOT DAMAGED

OCCUPANT CONTACT
D PILLAR

NOT EQUIPPED

NOT DAMAGED

CCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

DAMAGED

“ROOF INTERIOR

ROOF STRUCTURE
NOT DAMAGED
OCCUPANT CONTACT

DAMAGE D
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CIRCLE NUMBERS TO INDICATE ORIGINAL
POSITIONS OF ALL OCCUPANTS.

ADO ADOTIONAL NUMBERS TO INDKCATE REPORTED OCCUPANT
POSITIONS OTHER THAN THOSE BHOWN ON THE DIAGRAM. .
: - OPRAW HEAVY LINES TO SHOW

STATION WAGON THIAD SEAT.

avrresrstraenn g,
. ‘e

NUI'E USE OCCUPANT LOCATION NUMBERS FAOM
DIAGRAM IN COMPLETING PAGES 12, 13 AND 14

NATION OF TERMS ON PAGES 12,

OCCUPANT DESCRIPTION: ALL OCCUPANT RELATED INFORMATION (AGE, SEX. HEIGHT, WEIGHT. RESTRAINT USAGE,
EXIT FRUM VENICLE, ETC.) IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT REGARDLESS OF INJURY.

INTERVIEW EACH OCCUPANT DIRECTLY IF POSSIBLE.

EJECTION: THI MEANS THAT SOME PART OF THE OCCUPANT OR THE WHOLE OCCUPANT WAS THROWN THROUGH AN OPENING
IN THE VEHICLE AT SOME TIME DURING THE COLLISION,

OCCUPANT EXIT FROM VEHICLE HOW DID THE OCCUPANT EXIT THE VEHICLE AFTER THE COLLISION? (F THE
OCCUPANT WAS ASSISTED FAOM THE VEHICLE, DESCRIBE WHY AND HOW ON PAGF, 15,

OCCUPANT INJURED: THE MOST MINOR INJURIES SUCH AS SORENESS, BRUISES OR COMPLAINT OF PAIN, ARE CONSIDERED
INJURY LEVELS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY, AND ARE AS IMPORTANT AS THE MORE SCVERE INJURIES.

OCCUPANT UNCONSCIOUS: ¥ THE OCCUPANT WAS UNCONSCIOUS, INDICATE THE LENGTM OF TIME.

TREATMENT: @ IF 11ORE THAN ONE TYPE OF TREATMENT WAS GIVEN, INDICATE THE MOST EXTENSIVE TYPE.
® “HOSPITALIZED (OBSERVATION LESS THAN 24 HRS.)" MEANS ADMITTANCE FOR LESS TYAN 24 HOURS WITH NO

SIGNIFICANT TREATMENT INVOLVED.
® IF THE OCCUPANT WAS FATALLY INJURED, PLEASE FORWARD DEATH CERTIFICATE AND POLICE REPORT, ALSO AN

AUTOPSY REPORT IF POSSIBLE.

. RESTRAINTS:" PLACE AN X IN THE APPROPRIATE BOX ON EACH OCCUPANT PAGE.
NOTE: PASSIVE (AUTOMATIC) BELT RESTRAINT SYSTEMS MAY BE INSTALLED IN SOME VEHICLES IN THE OUTBOARD FRONT SEAT
POSITION ONLY. A VEHICLE EQUIPPED WITH A PASSE SHOULDER BELT SYSTEM MAY HAVE AN ACTIVE TYPE LAP BELT.

ur BELT TYPE:
PASSIVE — LAP BELT ANCHOR ATTACHED TO FRONT DOOR.
ACTVE — LAP BELT ANCHOR NOT ATTACHED TO FRONT DOOR.
SHOULDEF: BELT TYPE:
PASSIVE — SHOULDER BELT ANCHOR ATTACHED TO UPPER FRONT DOOR FRAME.
ACTNE — SHOULDER BELT ANCHOR NCT ATTACHED TO UPPER FROMT DOOR FRAME.

LP&IURY INFORMATION AND POSSIBLE CONTACT AREAS: PLEASE BE AS SPECFIC AS POSSIBLE ON THE
LOW
A. NAME EACH BODY PART THAT WAS IJURED AND LOCATE [T ON THE DRAWING: E.G. TOP OF HEAD,
UPPER ARM, THORACIC VERTEBRAE (MIODLE SPINE), THGH, ETC,
- 8. WRITE THE NATURE OF EACH INJURY NEXT TO THE BOOY PART (E.G. SORENESS, BRUISE, LACERATION, ABRASION,
FRACTURE, BURN, CONCUSSION, COMPLAINT OF PAN, ETC.}
. WRITE THE DEGREE OF EACH INJUAY (E.G.. MAJOR, SLIGHT, 1-I., COMPOUND, ETC.)
. NOTE ANY SPECEIC TRCATMENT SUCH AS: NUMBER OF svrrcn:s TO CLOSE A LACERATION. SURGERY
ASSOCIATED WITH A FRACTURE OR INTERNAL BLEEDING, ET
- NUMBER EACH IMJURY ON THE DRAWING IN A SEQUENTIAL ORDER. AND PLACE THE INJURY NUMBERS IN
THE TABLE AT THE BOTTOM OF THE OCCUPANT PAGE.
. IF YOU ARE REASONABLY ASSURED THAT ONE OR MORE SPECIFIC VEHICLE COMPONENTS OR ANEAS CON-
TACTED BY THE OCCUPANT RESULTED IN AN ASSOCIABLE INJURY, THEN ENTER THIS INFORMATION IN THE

TABLE AT THE BOTTOM OF THE OCCUPANT PAGE FOLLOWING THE APPROPRIATE INJURY NUMBER. ENTER
THE INFORMATION BHOWING THE MOST LIXELY AREA FRST: THE NEXT MOST LIKELY. SECOND; ETC.
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THIS SECTION SHOULD BE FILLED IN WHETHER DCCUPANT WAS INJURED OR NOT
-Refer to Page 11 for Explanalmn of Terms Used .
RESTRAINT SYSTEM
OCCUPANT LOCATIONNO. LAP BELT SHOULDER BELT
POSTURE AT MOMENT ' O actve [ passive O acnve 3 eassive [ none
OF IMPACT . 0 ves [0 nOT woRN
SITTING ON SEAT [J WORN-OVER SHOULDER, ACROSS CHEST

gmno' ':;:T““ Owo 7] WORN-UNDER ARM, ACROSS CHEST
ON CENTER ARMREST [J CONNECTED BEHIND BACK
ON CONSOLE - [ unkNowN [ otHeER
SITTING ON FLOOR

STANDING ON FLOOR
LYING ON FLOOR CHILD RESTRAINT: MAKE —___ MODEL NO.

loﬂﬁAFxS (‘F USED) PUT GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT RESTRANTS ON PAGE 15,

~ PINPOI D DESCAI
N CHILD SEAT INT AN IBE IN DETAIL, EXAMPLE:
ON FOLDED SEAT ) ALL INJURIES NO MATTER HOW MINOR.

EXTERNAL TO PASS. SOMP. OEER 27 O
LREELATION
MALEC FEMALE A7 FLESY — LS

AGE —_______ YEARSOR e yall

OF THarre

MONTHS (wranm
WEIGHT LBS.
HEIGHT FT. IN.

OCCUPANT EJECTED
MO PARTIALLY COMPLETELY
W EJECTED, THROUGH WHAT?

OCCUPANT EXIT FROM VEHICLE
(NOT EJECTION)

LEFT FRONT DOOR

MIGHT FAONT DOOR

LEFT MEAR DOOA

RIGHT AEAR DOOR

OTHER

DD OCCUPANT REQUIRE ASSISTANCE
TO EXIT THE VEM.? YES
F YES, DESCRIBE ON PAGE 15.

OCCUPANT INJURED
YES . No

CCCUPANT UNCONSCIOUS
ves NO
HOW LOMG? WHO WAS SOURCE OF INFORMATION?

INJURY POSSAME CONTACT AREAS) ASSOCIATED WITH THIS INJURY
TREATMENT NO. (MOST LKELY FIAST)

HONE
FMST AID AT BCEME

EXAMINED OR FIRST AD GVEN AT HOSPITAL
CLINIC OR BY DOCTOR BUT NOT ADMITTED { . MR)

HOSPITALIZED (OBSERVATION LESS THAN 24 HA) { ___HR)
MOSPITALIZED FOR CIOMIFICANT TREATMENT ( ____DAYS)
FATAL

UNKNOWN

NOTE: IF NO M .ORE OCCUPANTS, CIRCLE THE WORD "NOTE" AND SKIPF TO BACK COVER,
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OCCUPANT LOCATION NO. : LAP SHOULDER BELT
POSTURE AT MOMENT O active O passivz O acive [0 passive O3 wone
OF IMPACT . 1 ves [ NoT woRN
SITTING ON SEAT [] WORN-OVER SHOULDER, ACROSS CHEST

ANDING ON 5
gm oN ;"A.‘f” Ono [ WORN-UNDER ARM. ACROSS CHEST
ON CENTER ARMREST [ CONNECTED BEMIND BACK
ON CONSOLE 1 UNKNOWN {J oTeR
SITTING ON FLOOR
STANDING ON FLOOR
LYING ON FLOOR GCHILD RESTRAINT: MAKE MODEL NO.
3‘“&3 (IF USED) PUT GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT RESTRANTS DN PAGE 18

IN BASSINET PINPOINT AND DESCAIBE IN DETAIL, EXAMP
IN CHILD SEAT : LE:
p 0 SEAY ALL INJURIES NO MATTER HOW MINOR,

EXTERNAL O PASS. COMP. 27w
T LONE
MALE FEMALE Geirss, rwren
AGE YEARS OR SOLE ANEE 7
O I SE
MONTHS (weanm
WEIGHT LBS.

HEIGHT FT, IN.

RESTRAINT SYSTEM
BELT

OCCUPANT EJECTED
NO  PARTIALLY  COMPLETELY
IF EJECTED, THROUGH WHAT?

OCCUPANT EXIT FROM VEHICLE
(NOT EJECTION)

LEFT FRONT DOOR

RIGHT FRONT DOOR

LEFT REAR DOOR

RIGHT REAR DOOH

OTHER

DD OCCUPANT REQUIRE ASSISTANCE
TO EXIT THE VEH.? YES
F YES. DESCRIBE ON PAGE 15.

OCCUPANT INJURED
YES NO

OCCUPANT UNCONSCIOUS
YES NO
HOW LONG? WHO WAS SOURCE OF INFORMATION?

WIVAY POSSIBLE CONTACT AREA(S) ASSOCIATED WITH THIS INJURY
TREATMENT NO. (MOST LIKELY FIAST)

WONE
FRITAID AT SCENE

EXAMNED OR FIRST AD GIVEN AT HOBPITAL
CLNIC OR BY DOCTOR BUT NOT ADMITTED | HR)

HOSHTALIZED (OBSERVATION LESS THAN 24 HR) (MR}
HOSPITALZED r_an SIGNIFICANT TREATMENT ( _DAYS)
FATAL

UNKNOWN

NOTE: IF NO MORE OCCUFANTS, CIRCLE THE WORD “NOTE" AND SKIP TO BACK COVER.
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+ THIS' SECTION SHOULD BE FILLED IN-WHETHER, DCCUPANT WAS INJURED. DR
. "« v, . Reler ta Page 11 fgr Explanation of Terms Used " .
EP‘\’ESTRNNT SYSTEM

o

OCCUPANT LOCATION NO. LAP Bl SHOULDER BELT
POSTURE AT MOMENT [ acnve £ eassive O acwve [ passive [J wone
OF IMPACT 0 ves [ NOT WORN
SITTING ON SEAT [) WORN-OVER SHOULDER, ACROSS CHEST

f::g"m :;35 AT [mLTe) {5 WORN-UNDER ARM, ACROSS CHEST
ON CENTER ARMREST [0 CONNECTED BEHIND BACK
ON CONSOLE [J UNKNOWN O otHen
STTTRG ON FLOOR
STANDING ON FLOOR ]
LYMNG ON FLOOR CH!LD RESTRAINT: MAKE ____ MODEL NO.
&NA;:S (IF USED)  pyr GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT RESTRANTS ON PAGE 15
el PINPOINT AND DESCRIBE 'N DETAIL,

N ) .
Z‘N?&%:;LT ALL INJURIES NO MATTER HOV/ MINOR. EXAMPLE: —

L X T NI IS

EXTERNAL TO PASS. COMP, o : C Py

MALZ FEMALE AR TR

T el G, TIO
AGE ___________ YEARS OR SRRLTOEES
MONTHS (wFanny

@ CUCTCLEL
WEIGHT LBS.

SAEEs
HEIGHT FT. IN.

OCCUPANT EJECTED
NO  PARTIALLY  COMPLETELY
IF EJECTED, THROUGH WHAT?

OCCUPANT EXIT FROM VEHICLE
(NOT EJECTION)

LEFT FRONT DOOR
RIGHT FRONT DOOR
LEFT REAR DOOR
RIGHT REAR DOCA
QTHER

DID OCCUPANT REQUIRE ASSISTANCE
TO EXIT THE VEH.? YES
W YES, DESCRIBE ON PAGE 15.

OCCUPANT INJURED
YES NO

OCCUPANT UNCONSCIOUS
YES NO
HOW LONG? . WHO WAS SOURCE OF INFORMATION?

INJURY POSSIBLE CONTACT AREA(S} ASSOCIATED WITH THIS INJURY
TREATMENT NO. {MOST LIXELY FIRST)

woE LS
FMST AID AT SCENE

EXAMNED OFl FIRST AD GIVEN AT MOSPITAL
CLINIC OR 8Y DOCTOR BUT NOT ADMITYTED {— MR)

MOSPITALZED (OBSERVATON LESS THAN M HR) ( __HR)
HOBPITALIZED FOR SIGNIFCANT TREATMENT | DAYS}
FATAL

U0 N

NOTE: IF THERE WERE MORE THAN 3 OCCUPANTS, USE ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THIS PAGE AND ATTACH TO THIS REPORT.
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APPENDIX E
GM "COLLISION PERFORMANCE AND INJURY REPORT"

E ENGINEERING STAFF SADL-110 02 REV. T8

COLLBION PERFOENNTE AND NIRRT HEPOT
FIELD FORM (6TH EDITION)

NOTE: cRCLE ALL THE CORRECT ANSWERS AND FILL IN THE BLANKS. REFER TO ADJUSTER'S CP & 1A MANUAL FOR DETAILEC INSTRUCTIONS.

DATE OF COLLSISN
LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAY PRECIPITATION

YES NO NONE

O au ) RAIN
O m SNoW

DATE OF VEHICLE INVESTIGATION DIVIDED HIGHWAY
YES

INVESTIGATOR (VEHICLE INSPECTION) RATE OF PRECIPITATION
NONE LIGHT

TOTAL NO. OF LANES MODERATE HEAVY

(WCLUDE BOTH DIRECTIONS AND PARKING LANES)

TIME OF COLLIMON

LOCATION OF VEHICLE WHEN INVESTIGATED

SURFACE SLIPPERY
CASE VEHICLEROAD — —
BRANCH QFFICE Yes NO
CROSS ACAD

NVESTIAATOR ( OCCUPANT & ACC INFORM/TION ) SPEED LlMIT

ROAD TYPE

FOLICY NUMBER ASPHALT SURFACE DEFECTS

CONCRETE
NONE BUMPS.
OTHER:

PERSON INSURED CHUCK KOLES
OTHER:

ROAD ALIGNMENT

. VERTICAL CROSSWIND
ONT LESS BALVAQE - LEVEL TOP OF HILL NONE STRONG

., DESCRIBE COLLISION SCE ::: BOTTOM OF MiLL uGHT STRONG 8 GUSTY
AND WEATHER  » - :

AT TIME OF COLLISION HORZONTAL TIME OF DAY
STRAIGHT DAY DUSK

OTHER: NIGHT DAWN

HOA;SOVENNG VISIBILITY LIMITATION

WATER i NONE CLOUDY-DARK
DAMP © - FOG SMOKE
PUDOLED GLARE
OTHER: WINDSHELD CORDITION

OTHER:

VISIBILITY OBSTRUCTION
NONE TREE(S)
BULDNG HILL

CARE VENICLE REPAIR COXT OR REPLACEMENT

LCOSE

SIGN CURVE IN ROAD
GRAVEL BUSHES

OTHER:

OTHER:

COPYAIGHTENSTD GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION
THIS FORM MAY BE PFPRODUCED AND USED FOR ACCIDENT REPORT PURPOSES PROVIDED THE NOTICE OF COPYRIGHT IS INCLUDED
{THi8 FOMM REPLACES SRDL 139 ™ EDITION }

. v g
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vl

FUEL TANK DAMAGE OR FURL LEAKAGE

L.

1. DESCRIBE IN DETAIL, THE SPECIFIC LOCATION AND EXTENT OF DAMAGE TO THE FUEL TANK OR LINES.

2. PHOTOGRAPH THE TANX AND SURRGUNDING UNDERCARRIAGE AREA. TAKE AT LEAST FOUR PHOTOS, WHICH MAY REQUIRE A SECOND ROLL
OF FILM. TO PROPERLY PHOTOGRAPH T'11S AREA, IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO HAVE THE VEHICLE RAISED BY WRAECKER OR HOIST ETC.
ALWAYS USE FLASH FOR THIS TYPE OF F.IOTOGRAPHY.

O T, I T N ST

*U.5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1981-0-341-B28/65
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